he - Dadvine of the Unity and Vniformity © 
of Chriſt's Surety-righteouſneſs, in the Im- 
putation thereof to Believers in its infinite 
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1 IR 4 land offered in the following Rs 4 I 4 
hall be found a ſeaſonable caveat to guard ts 
profeſItfrs of Chriſtianity againſt a manifett cor» - 
ruption in doctrine ; or, if what is ſuggeſted there: 
in ſhall prove a ſuitable antidote to check the ble. ©, 
ful influence of the old leaven of an Ggregious miſ. 
take, upon the doctrine of imputed righteouſneſs, 5 
the end is ſufficiently gained. In treating upon 
this great and evarigetical lubjeQ, 1 "have endes, 
- youred to ſtate and vindicate à doctrine of fuch 
dene and importance in revealed religion, tha 
the genuine faith of the goſpel, about the impu fe. 
tion of our Lord's active obedience, muſt ſtand x 5 3 MN 
fall with it. I have no manner of doubt, but the 
arguments I have uſed, and others. "that@ight be | 
urged, might have been proſecuted: to far greatee- * , _: A 
advantage by ſome abler hand; but this, however, 1 
may venture to affirm, that che cauſe is: . * 4 
Lord's, hate ver diſadvantages it way ſuttain 3 60 5 2 2 
the point of managing the argument. -Y 
I confeſs it is, with me, a received eps =: _ 
ted by the evidence of divine reydlation, The N 1 | 
kde ſurety. obedience of Jeſus Chtiſt be not im- 
uted in its infinite value, it is not impated at * 4 
J am the more convinced of this, as the chene 
rivolous objections of Cardinal BeNarthi = . 
4 n Goodwin againſt the impuration of c . 
nr Fighteouſneſs - altogether, have deen 1 
atzen op againſt the imputation of his ſuret 
2 in its ines gk e png 4 
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made by him, in the fir 

Diſſertation, to the received doctrine aforementions 
ed. He ſcruples not to lampoon it as an Antino- 
mian and Familiſtic error; and to carry the brand 
of infamy a lit le bigher, he reviles it as an old 
tinomian and Familiſtic blaſphemy. The 


e 


infamous writers cotemporary with John Brown, 
V. D. M. they would readily pay him their compli- 
ments, ſome way thus, F you had not ploug bed 
with cur heifer, you bad not found out our riddle. » + 


worth while to reſent. 
ous oppoſition which is 
and ſecond edition of his 


I muſt ſay, it is ſcar 
that part of the unge 


: 
_treatment that ſuch bold flings of ſcandal merit, , 0 
to let them expire under their own ſhame. As to 


the unſucceſsful attack which is pretended to be 
levelled by him againſt the imputation of Chriſt's - 


.ſarety-obedience in its infinite value, from the ex- 


dent of the demand of law-precept as a covenant ; 
| he muſt be told, that the point taken for granted 


. by bim, in the objection upon which the fender 
_foree of it depends, can by no means be allowed 


bim. IO is certainly a moſt capital blunder, which 


muſt diſconcert his plan, and render his, whole. 
{eheme moſt apparently abſurd, to confound the 
rfect obedience required, by law- precept as ſtand- I 


N ing, of the firſt man, of the earth earthy, with 


the perfect obedience of the ſecond man, the Letd 


from beaven, required, by law-precept as broken, 
in order, to man's recovery. That the law, as a 


broken covenant, only required a perfect finite o- 
bedience of the Lord from heaven, which was not 


. for him to give, is ſuch a wild and ar- 


une, notion, as runs counter to both law and 
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: V. 
defend ble, oe KP to be given Aa 
As to his doctrine of different; proportions o 
value in our Lord's ſurety· righteouſneſs, it is an in- 
ſufferable paradox obt ruded upon the world, a chi. 
- merical notion, that can tend to nothing more than 
to expoſe the author of it, and heighten the abſurdi · 
ty of the indetenſible ſcheme it is brought to ſupport. 
Farther, as to his ſtrained inference from the 
received doctrine, vix. That if Chriſt's ſurctys 
e obedience be imputed to believers in its in- 
|, finite value, then they are, in law. reckoni 
Ac ſtrict and infinite meriters of their own 19 —— 
2 tion, infinitely righteous, comely, and ami- 
** able;” the: fallacy of it is eaſily detected; by 
obſerving, that the imputation of Chriſt's ſuretyo 
obedience to us in its infinite value, neither im- 
ports a transferring of it away from himſelf, nor 
à fruntfuſing of it into us; and therefore he muſt 
be obliged to evacuate all his; pretended. reaſoning 


, 


from this topic, and to let the ſtreſs of his darling 0 2 
opinion, which reſts upon the falſe conſequence, «+. 5 8 


| ſubſide, - His conceſſion, that the paſſive obedience * /, 
of Chritt is imputed to believers in its infinite ya 
ee, is a ſufficient refutation of bis foregoing, . oh 
rence from the imputation of Chriſt's af:ve-abedia;* 
ence in its infipite value: for haw he will render hs 
+ gbnſequence valid, that believers, in law. reckoniſig, 
are made infinitely ri hteous by the one, and, Jet. 
get it refuſed, — to his, own hypotheſjis, 
that they are made. infinite ſaviours. aud redeemers, 


2 * 
* 


by che other, is impoſſible to ande ane FHUp- . 
his very conceſſion is an unconteſted document W 
that his prepoſterous. inference, pipes tog 122558 . 
and ſo, in e can POT AAR, 3nd 8 N 2 
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ce . . Ne? is but to larlen coun· 


EA J 
Fend FD to de rejected, docteding to the 
known rules of reaſoning. 

It is not mere general proteſtations, that there is 
an uniformity and conſiſtence ot ſentiment in this 
doctrine, that will counterbalance real and poſitive 
evidences to the contrary... The new ſchemiſt 


then mult either "retract his conceſſion as to the 


imputation of ChriiVs patſive 6bedience in its in- 
finite value, or deliver up his forced inference trom 
the imputation of Chriſt's active obedience in its 
infinite value: but though to retract the former, 
would be impious; vet to comes the e e rell 
de his duty. 

Tde author deſerves little or no attention in the 
" ibhaid edition of his Diſſertation; neither will the 
intended brevity of the preface permit me to ani- 
mad vert at any length upon the few additional no- 
yelties therein. I had almoſt finiſned all that I in- 
tended in anſwer to the firſt, before the ſecond e · 
"-Stion came to hand. Though; in the title · page of- 
te ſecond edition, it is ſaid to be much enlarged;“ 
"yet, upon a ſurvey, it will be found, that the moſt 
of the enlargements might be erouded into the com- 
"paſs of a few alterations as to diction, and a few 
ES criticiſms and amendments. Such a float · 


rolling, ſhifting thing is error, that it keeps 
eling around, carrying on the ſame deſign 
chrough all forms and ſhapes. For example, the 
ſecond edition varies from the firſt,” in adjuſting 
and reling the main point, p. 6. Thos in Mr 
© Brown's view. our Lord's ſurery- righreouſneſs 
2 may be | conſidered, either as it is formally tbe 
« riphteouſneſs'of a God · man, or as it is formally a 
e fighteouſneſs ſimply conſidered:“ bur this vie of 


[El 


"3 , 
> . 


ul } . 
_ fel by worde de knowledge ; + it is but utter- 


ing ibings that we know not, things o wonder · 

ful for us, that we underſtand not. That there is 
a a neceſſary diſtinction betwixt the efſential and 
mediatory righteouſneſs of the Son of God, is evi- 
dent; though the confounding of theſe two ſeems 
to be the ground: work of his new erection; but 
the toregoing diſtinction is hut the y of a vain 


fancy. 
ä But farther, to avoid the glaring impropriety 
ps of the groundleſs diſtinction of an internal cauſe f 
*. juſtification, Mr Brown, in bis ſecond edition, hass 


added a kind of ſalvo, by pretending, that Ghrift's 2 
T - righteouſneſs in juſtification is an internal cauſe, or 74 


ing redient, p. 8. This increaſes the blunder to a re- 
I markable height; and, inſtead of ſoftening te 
| crooked nature and aſperity of the diſtinction, 
. makes it ſeven times more crude and  indigeſted:; 
5 for it would make Chrilt's ſurety- righieouſneſss, 
f- | which is the ground of our juſtification before, and 
2 acceptance with God, only an ingredient therein. 
** Sce! to what wretched ſhifts and expedients they 
— muſt indeed have recourſe, v ho refuſe ta-.acknow- .. 3 
5 | ledge the imputation of Chriſt's ſurety: abedience to - 
Ip believers in its infinite value. _— 
s | Again, Mr Brown will find it a'very ah — 
1 ling difficulty to purge bis writings of cpntradie+ © 
e tions, upon the point in diſpute, to the conwiction 

| of intelligent and unprejudiced readers. Thus, by 
r collating two or three paſſages, we ſhall fee him 
s [caught in his own thickets, if not inextricably em 
e barraſſed, if he ſhall not retract his cardin miſ- _ 
A take. In his Catechiſm he denies point blank. i 
of the active obedience of Chriſt is imputed in ies in- 
2-13 bite * * he 9 edition of his _ wh 
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viii | 
$64 12. were; is not ſuch * of rigidity in 
his denial of the foregoing truth; his poſition is, 
4 That the active obedience of Chriſt cannot be 
imputed to us” (he ſays not in its infinite value, 
but) in that infinite value it hath as abiding in 
„ him.“ This, at leaſt, looks ſomething like a 
. conceſſion in him, that can diſtinguiſh in an infinite 
value ; though indeed he may poſlibly m_ 3 5 
ſerve his cauſe. But however this ma 
confident, that in the ſecond edition Ta the Dijer 
tation, p. 18. he delivers up the main fort, as it 
were by capitulation. '** Why,” ſays he, © it is 
« alfo- readily granted, that our juſtification in 
= * Chriſt is circumſtantially more glorious than 
e what we could have obtained in Adam, in re- 
<« pard we are therein conſtituted pertectly righ- 
4 teous in law, through the imputation of a righ- 
teouſneſs ſubjectively infinite, and fulfilling both 
pʒrecept and penalty; inſtead of being clothed 
„with the righteoulneſs of a mere creature, re- 
ſpecting only the precept. 
Now, reader, here is the imputation of a righ- 
tebuſneſs ſubjectively infinite granted; it might havẽ 
been rather more proper to have ſtyled it .a righ- 
teouſneſs of infinite value, as it was wrought out 
in our Lord's human nature: here we are ſaid to be 
clothed with it, inſtead of a perfect finite righteouſ- 
gneſs; here we are declared to be conſtituted per- |. 
* ſeckly righteous in law, through it. N. B. He 
ſays not, infinitely righteous in law, infinitely come- 
ly, and infinitely amiable; which words of truth 
and ſoberneſs ace ſuch a Ebern conceſſion, as evi - 
dently carry in them a ſurrender of the whole cauſe, 
unleſs they were to be underſtood in a ſenſgguite 
cContrary to the common uſe of the wang 
bo SY \ ſelves. 3 . 1 
. N | | . * Me 


4 s = CY e 
2 ? 4.4 1 1 d l 
2 ; ic - # a | ' "I : LETT. 
. N . 7 * 7 4 F 5 TY. 
a * IS . 4 2 T- * by SR. * "MN 
b 2 


„ 


ix J 
Mr Brown, in the preface to his Diſſertation, 
is extremely offended at the oppoſers of his new doc- 


trine, whom he calls a few. Upon theſe he throws 


out the opprobious epithets of Antinomians and 
Familitts, and gives them a broadſide in a charge 
of ignorance, and but of & ſmall acquaintance with 
the writings of Proteſtant divines ;” and to ag- 
gravate the pretended ſcandal, their conduct mult be 
reckoned © an wounding of truth, a diſhonouring 


of Chriſt, an inttructing of their people to revile, 


« and, in the iſſue, an injuring of their own re- 


„ puration among impartial men.” Theſe may be 


juſtly ſtyled ill: natured, not to ſay rancorous re- 
flections. If Mr Brown intends to uſe this ſort of 
artillery, he may be very ſure, that the victory is 


lolt ; for that is always the laſt refuge of a battled 


enemy, he goes off the field running and railing. 


Moreover, one cannot but obſerve, what a li- 


beral encomium he beſtows upon' his own produc- 


tions, in viewing them from his own eminence, | 


as ** reſtoring to the ſcriptures, and the molt emi- 
* nent Proteſtant divines, their due honour of being 
nis inſtructors. It is true, he calls his Diſſertation 


weak endeavours : But to ſpeak of reftoring the 
ſcriptures their due honour, is ſuch a decoration 


and embelliſhment, as; perhaps, few will chuſe to 
take to themſelves the honour o. 
In fine, it is proper to advertiſe Mr Brown, that, 


in the following ſheets, no deductions are made 


from his doctrine, but what, it is preſumed, the 
premiſſes will evidently bear: and when conſe- 
quences from mens principles are juſt, narive,, and” 
unavoidable, they oaght at leaſt to be temonſtrat 


againſt, as if they were in expreſs tems Adee "© 1 
by them. Lam not! fenſible, that Ihave exaggr⸗ 2" 
ted matters in any part 2 the an 8 5 


=_ ance, or uſed any more Jebement 5% > Wy 
td Than were ſuited to the objects before me. If a juſt 
and neceſſary concern forthe great doctrines of the 
goſpel ſh al draw upon me the cenſures or reſent- 
ments of thoſs who ate for new modelling the 

2 article of imputed righteouſneſs, I hope 1 ſhall not 

de deſtitute of ſome of thoſe conſiderations which 

ire neceſſary. to ſupport me under them. 

It may be eaſily apprehended, that Ie ; neceſſi- 
tt tatedin the third ſection, in anſwering Mr Brown's 
= queries, to recapitulate ſeveral thoughts hinted in 
hc firſt and ſecond, becauſe of the co- incidence of 
3 * the queries with his pretended arguments, Not- 

i 4 Withitanding, it is hoped, that the truth contended 

15 for is farther fleared and confirmed, in the ſaid 

auſwers. 

. It Mr Brown ſhall eee to publiſh e an n enſwer 
in defence of his gew error, it is highly probable, -. 
=. that, in a ſhort time, a ſwatch of the miſtakes and 

1 8 interſperſed through his Catechiſm may 

be offered him which*will readily put him 7 
$3 8 arduous taſk than he is aware of. 


It may be alſo proper to append a notification. 
at if any of Mr Brown's fathers or brethren have 
leit his new dotine a lift from the chair of veri- 
4 it may be hoped, that, in proceſs of time, they 
TR will take the following advice, tendered by one of 
. * — ancients, viz. Never bluſh to change WA o- 
* pinion; for neither you, nor I, nor any 


be alive, are of ſo great authority, a8 to be 2 ate 
==: + to confeb we have erred.” 
1 I have this favour to aſk of * intelligent reader, 


ccmat he would carefully peraſe the whole, before 

A he paſſes his judgment on what I now-ſubm 40 his 

cConſideration, ang 2 ave 3 in n W . 
Provid 8 
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The Doctrine of the Unity and Uniformity. of ah 
the Righteoufneſs of Chriſt, in te OPT ” 5M 
tation thereof to Believers in its infinite va 

lue, conſidered and igdicugy n 
HE doctrine of juſtification Fre : 
through the acc] righteouſneſs of Chriſty 
ſhines with eminent ſplendor. and per- 

: ſpicuity, in the light of  ſupetratural 2 
revelation. The light of nature was never cab „ IS 

culated for giving the ſmalleſt notice or intelli- "4-258 
gence concerning this important doctrine and pri- "0 mma 
vilege. It is the ſhining and embelliſhed character, 
thereof, that it belongs to the covenant of rich amt 
onen grace which is moſt beau 
and unfolda an the ſacred oracles. 
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bleſſings belonging to the new covenadt; W 
an article in the yo and ſyſtem of goſpel ! 
doctrine, it is moſt evidently intereſting, Wie 


the ſeveral doctrines of the Chriſtian fait t = 


over, ſuch is its dignity and ſtation in the. Chih -. TE. 


A 4 
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* N 2 0 ; 1 2 1 ben 
verted, the conſequence thereof, muſt at leaft et © _ 


the cha of goſpel-truth. It an üncotefted 
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n | 
fact, that the e Chriſt, in her ſeveral pe- 
riods has, all along, looked upon the doctrine of 
imputed righteouſneſs as one of the moſt peculiar 
and important branches of the doctrine of Chriſti- 
anity. Hence it was a received maxim of the 
famous reformer Luther, Jaſtificatio eft articulus 
ftantis aut. cadalÞ8is eccle/ſiz. Where the doctrine of 
Juſtification is maintained in a church, from the 
holy ſcriptures, in its orthodoxy and purity, it 

muſt be ſo far a leading evidence of her confor- 
mity to divine revelation upon the head of doc- 
trine: But if a church repreſentative become he - 
terodox upon the doctrine of juſtification, it is an 
evidence of her play e and degeneracy, and 

+ - may afford ground to ſuſpect her orthodoxy upon 

ſeveral other branches of goſpel- truth. It cannot 


e eſcape” obſervation, with what convincing evi- 
deence and demonſtration this article of the Chri- 
ſtian faith is confirmed and eſtabliſhed in the apo- 
ſtolic writings, particularly in the epiſtles to the 
Ez Romans and the Galatians. In the doctrinal part 
of theſe valuable epiſtles, the doctrine of juſtifi- 
ration is moſt copiouſly diſplayed, and the ob- 
jections of the adverſary judiciouſly refuted. We 
- ought therefore to be well eſtabliſhed in this great 
truth, in order to our ſtability and confirmation 
in the faith of Chriſt. It is beyond controverſy 
our fingular mercy, that we enjoy ſtandards of 
| orthodoxy, drawn from the pure fountain of 
=. - God's word; wherein the doctrines of the ever- 
luaeſting goſpel are judiciouſly ftated, and repreſent · 
dd in their ſcriptural connection and dependence; 
I 1/00do the profeſſion and maintenance of which refor- 
mation-ſtandards, we in theſe lands ftand bound 
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as a molt judicious and valuable compend of goſpel- * -» 


techiſm, lately publiſhed, under the title of An H, | 


for it is imputed only in proporti o d bur need.” a 
- | Que; *'What need have we of the Imputation of 
„ 2 | C2 | 
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and obliged by the bad 2 and covenant of *Y 
the moit high God. Among other articles “ 7 

8 beautifully diſplayed, and dearly”, . .. 
ated, from the holy ſcriptures, in theſe excellent 


' compoſures, the doctrine of 38 by faith, 


through the imputed righteouſneſs M Chriſt, bears 

a very peculiar figure; and is clearly taught, and 

diſtinctſy treated, both in our confeſſion of faith, 

and larger and ſhorter catechiſms. Moreover, it 

is worthy of obſervation, by every reader, what 4:5 


— 


an united and beautiful harmony ſubſiſts in theſe 


excellent ſtandards of doctrine, upon this, as up- : 
on the ſeveral other articles of the Chriſtian faith, - _ .. 
Let it ſuffice us, at preſent, to quote that compre» 
henfive ſummary of juſtification given in our leſſer 
catechiſm, (in which the principles of our holy 


religion are drawn up with ſuch remarkable con- 5 2 
ciſeneſs and perſpicuity, as, I think, was never 
yet exceeded; and which has been juſtly admireq- * 70 


truth). Auen. 23. What is juſtification? 2M 
Anſ. ** Juſtification is an act of God's free grace, * + 


®.. 


- & wherein he pardoneth all our fins, and accepteth'us © 4 


&« as righteous in his ſight, only for the righreoul- - 
„ neſs-of Chriſt imputed to us, and received by 
“faith alone.“ In an explication of the ſhorter ca- 


to the ignorant, the author, in treating upon the 
foregoing queſtion, and particularly upon the doc 
trine of imputed righteouſneſs, propoſes, among 


others, the following queſtions and anſwers, : 57S 
P. 169. Que. Doth this imputation maxe us 


« 3 way as righteous as Chriſt? A. No; 
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| « Chriſts paſſive obedience ?” Af. © As a ſecurity 
„ from eternal wrath.” Queſt. In what propor- 
tion is this imputed ?”. Anfſ, In the infinite va- 
ue thereof,” Queſt. Why ſo?” Anſ. © Becauſe 
dur debt to juſtice and deſert of wrath is infinite- 
0 ly great.” Qweſt. * What need is there of the 
* imputation of Chriſt's active obedience ?” An/. 
7 To found our title to eternal life,“ Queſt. Is 
© this imputedd in its infinite value?“ A/. . No.” 
"a Queſt. * Why ſo?” Ar. © Becauſe the law demands 
* from us no more than perfect finite obedience.” 
Queſt. * Why then did Chriſt perform an infinite- 
* ly valuable active obedience?” 4uſ. That pro- 
1 &« ceeded from the infinite dignity of his perſon, 
and not from his ſurety-engagement.” 9xeft. 
y then might not a finite perſon been ſurety!” 
Vu nf * Becauſe he could not have given infinite ſa- 


Lis faction.“ In the ſcheme of doctrine here taught 
-” and publiſhed, upon the article of imputed righ- 
tceoufſneſs, we are taught to believe, that our, Lord's 

©  furcty-righteouſneſs in juſtification (which is com- 


. monly diſtinguiſhed into his active and paſſive obe- 
| dience) i is partly imputed in its infinite value, and 
” © partly in a finite value; or, the paſſive obedience of 
1Chbritt is imputed to us in its infinite value, and 

2 active obedience only under a certain propor- 
* tion, as the teacher will have it. It is indeed im- 
11 poſſihle to underſtand what is intended by the pro- 
E: 10 which our Lord's active obedience is im- 
at 1 ; if it is not to be conſtructed as ap. & impu-· 
FE ted to us, under the ſphere and capacity of à per- 
fect finite obedience, and fo as an obedience of a 
finite value. It is impoſſible to affix any other con- 
ſtruction and explication to the doctrine as thus 
By 499 Wy by the teacher, * doing 

him 


4 o 


©. * 4 4 * 
" . * * F 4 { 


» 
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| I 
him manifeſt injuſtice : for there is no medium be- 


twixt finite and infinite; betwixt a righteouſneſs of 
infinite value, and a righteouſneſs of finite value. 
But whether the infinite value can be ſeparated from 
our Lord's active obedience in juſtification, any 


more than from his paſhve; or whether the active 
obedience of Chriſt can be viewed as imputed un- 


der any ſuch proportion, ſhall be afterwards in- 
quired into. In the mean time, if language will 


bear. any determinate ſenſe and meaning, it can be 


no {trained conſequence from the ſcheme of doctrine 
as laid in the foregoing queſtions and anfwers, to 
infer, that our Lord's ſurety-righteouſneſs, in the 
act of juſtification, is divided, in the imputation 
thereot to the members of his body -· myſtical; the 


_ paſſive obedience of Chriſt is placed to our account, 
is ours in the divine eſtimation, in the infinite va- 
luc of it; but the active obedience of Chritt is ju- 
dicially reckoned to us, only under the capacity 


and proportion of a finite value. It is true indeed, 


to do the teacher all manner of juſtice, he pre- 


tends to account for this new mode of imputation, 
from the demands of a broken covenant upon fin- 
ners of mankind : but we ſhall ſee anon that theſe 


righteous demands, when duly conſidered, lay no 


manner of foundation for dividing our Lord's 
ſurety - righteouſneſs, in the imputation thereof to 


his members, and for ſeparating what is inſeparable, 


namely, the infinite value from our Lord's active 


obedience. But, in direct contradiction to the 


genuine amount of the foregoing doctrine, about 


the peculiar manner of imputing our Lord's ſurety- 


righteouſneſs, the teacher expreſoly affirms, in an 


anſwer to a following queſtion, at the foot of the 


page already quoted, That Chriſt's active and 
COPE . . « paſſi ve N 
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c paſſive obedience are not W imputed; but 
both are imputed together, as one ſimple righteouſ- 
* neſs.” Surpriſing and aſtoniſhing! Can there be a 
more glaring contradiction found in aſyſtem of cate-? 
+ - Cherical doctrine within leſs than the compaſs of a 
If Page? our Lord's active and paſſive obedience, not ſe- 
parately, but jointly imputed, as one ſimple righteouſ- 
FO neſs ; and yet, according to the teacher, the paſ- 
five obedience of Chriſt is imputed, in juſtification, 
in its infinite value, but the active only under the 
Et capacity and proportion of a perfect finite obedi- 
RS _ ence. If this doctrine, when complexly examined, 
: 1s not found flatly inconſiſtent with and contradic- 
tory to itſelf, human underſtanding muſt be at no 
mall loſs to form diſtinct and ſuitable ideas con- 
cCerning contradictory propoſitions. | 
| But, moreover, to render this novel doctrine a- 
bout the peculiar manner in which our. Lord's 
ſurety righteouſneſs is imputed in juſtification cur- 
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t brief Diſſertation on Chriſt's righteouſneſs, ſhew- 
ing, in what extent and proportion it is imputed 

0 eto us in juſtification.” Some cannot help thinking, 


ſtrange and ſtriking, and favours of a new under- 
„taking, to introduce a quite new goſpel, upon the 
- doctrine of imputed righteouſneſs: for, in conſe- 
. quenee of their having, in ſome meaſure, conſider- 
- ed the ſacred writings, and peruſed our ſabordi- 
nate ſtandards of doctrine, and ſome of the pole- 
* mical writings upon th&dodrine of juſtification, 
they apprehend this to be a moſt unwarrantable 
-- ' undertaking, which, in the conſequences thereof, 
mult be extremely pernicious. Did ever any of 


define, 


* 


rent, the teacher has lately emitted to the world, A 


that the title of this performance is not a little 


the confeſſions of the xeformed churches pretend to 8 


— 12:4 
define, in what extent, degree, and proportion, 
an indiviſible righteouſneſs is imputed to us ? If the 
queſtion about the extent and proportion, in a 
righteouſneſy of infinite value, is fo very important 
as the author pretends, it is really aſtoniſhing, that 
it has never been, for ought I know, moved, far 
leſs judicially determined, in any ſubordinate ſtand- 
ard of orthodoxy. It may be rationally thought 
beyond diſpute, had the holy ſcriptures exhibited 
a {um of evidence, where the degree is aſcertain- 
ed, the limits ſpecified, the extent and proportion 
ſertled, in a righteouſneſs of infinite value, it 


could not have very readily eſcaped the judgment = 


and underſtanding of the compilers of, our ex- 
cellent confeſſion of faith, and larger and ſhorter | 
catechiſms. But, in our ſtandards of doctrine, 
there is the moſt profound ſilence about cuttin 
and carving in a robe of ſuch intrinſic excellence 
and abſolute perfection, as the righteouſneſs of our 
glorious Redeemer is. The author's brief diſſerta- 
tion is, therefore, an unaccountable attempt to 
eſtabliſh a new tenet, a new goſpel; which has 
never been taught, for any thing that 1 know, in. 
any orthodox confeſſion of faith. | 

And in regard we are laid inks folemn obliga- | 
tions by divine authority, bound by our ordina- 
tion vows and engagements, and by the "ſolemn 
oath and covenant of the moſt high God, to con- 
tend earneſtly for the faith once delivered to the 
ſaints, I ſhall endeavour to evince, 1. That the 
pretended arguments offered by this teacher, are 
qui incapable to eſtabliſh his new goſpel. 2, 

hat the — truth denied by him is very ca- 


pable of a large compaſs of proof, both from ſerip - 


ture and reaſon, and from « our excellent ſtandards 


4 % * 
2 | F. 8 1 „ 
% of doctrine. 3. That the queries put by him can 
no way invalidate the doctrine impugned by him. 


82 


er. . 


T was propoſed, in the firſt place, to evince, that 
the pretended arguments offered by this teacher, 
are quite incapable to eſtabliſh his new goſpel. 
The principal query which is pretended to be 
reſolved in his brief Diſſertation, is thus propoſed 
him, p. 6. * Whether, in juſtification, the 
« righteouſneſs of Chriſt be imputed to us in its 
Whole infinite value; or only in proportion to 
our need, and the demands which the law as a 
s broken covenant of works makes upon us?“ 
Ihe intelligent and judicious reader will readily 
aa apprehend, that it is impoſſible to underſtand the 
ſtate of this query, ſo as to reconcile it with the 
common principles of human underſtanding. The 
queſtion is not, Whether, in juſtification, the righ- 
| teouſneſs of Chriſt be imputed to us in its infinite 
>>. value ? but, Whether it be imputed to us in its 
vh whole infinite value, or only in proportion to our 
| need: A whole infinite value, is à phraſeology ex- 
1 tremely abſurd, an idiom of language unintelli- 
>. gible to the rational underſtanding. This author 
is ſtrangly in love with his new goſpel, which he 
is reſolyed to have againſt all the rules of grammar 
and language. Is not a whole compounded of 
parts? But ſuch is not infinity, nor an infinite va- 
| 4 which is ſimple and uncompounded : to at- p 
tempt a diviſion of what is indiviſible, muſt be 
an inſuperable taſk. But to this ſurpriſing query; 
which the author propoſes to refolve, he imme- 
_ — 5 8 diately 
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diately ſubjoins a ine E 9 queſtion; which; 
as laid by him, would ſeem to have becn intended New , 
as an equivalent to the former: but the queriſt is "4 
widely miſtaken, if he reckons it a queſtion of | 


the ſame import with the foregoing ;.for it isa 


queſtion evidently diſtinct, as will appear to the 


intelligent at firſt view. The queſtion is, ** Whe-. 


* 


nying, that the conſequence will follow from the 
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as the former ; taking a conſequence for granted, 


ther, through the imputation of Chriſt's righ- 

64 teoulneſ., believers are ſuſtained in law as infi- 

«* nitely righteous as the perſon of Chriſt God- 
„man, or only as perfectly and completely righ- 

4 teous as the-law of God requires they ſhould 
„be!“ The ſtate of this queſtion is evidently in 
as great diſguiſe, wrapped up in as thick a miſt ' 


which is denied point-blank, namely, that if the. 
ſurety-obedience of Chriſt is imputed to believers | 

in its infinite value, then believers are ſuſtained in 

law as infinitely righteous as the perſon of Chriſt 
God-man. . To ſtate a queſtion in this form, is, * 
but a piece of unman] fraud, fufficiently declara-: * 

tive of the conduct of the diſputant, lurking and 
ſhuffling under ſtrained conſequences, and ſo fre- 
quently giving bartle to his own imagination: but 
he has perhaps forgot himſelf, p. 14. in flatly. de- | 


* 
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imputation of our Lord's paſſive obedience in its 

infinite value to believers in their juſtificarion.“ Is; . 75 

it not manifeſt,” ſays: he, „that the imputatioan 

* of Chriſt's paſſive obedience in its infinite value — 

* doth not conſtitute us infinitely righteous in 

law); but only legally innocent, or free from 

e the lab charge, an guilt of our infinite crimes ? 

If this is a truth — obvious to this author? Z; 

F as to the conſequence, from the imm ] 
_ paration 3 
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putatian of Chriſt's poſive ohAonce in its infinice 
” © Yalue ; why is not the parallel conſequence equally 
| obvious to him, from the impatation of our Lord's 
ative obedience in its infinite value? namely, 
That thereby believers, in their jaitification, are 
eonſtituted perfettly and completely, not ixſinite- 
ly. righteous in aw. Will noc this teacher be as 
able 40 demonſtrate, that the parallel hnes in a 
geometrical figure, that Rand perpendicularly up- 
on the points or extremities of cach other, are not 
equal, as prove the one conſequence to be genuine, 
and the other ſtrained ? But this will be father 
aniwadverted upon in tbe ſequel. [ 
I be author proceeds, at the foot of the 6h 
page, to declare his judgment upon the confuſed 
late of the queſtion as propoſed by him. My 
med ſentiments are,” fays he, “ that the righ- 
28 &.*tvouſneſs of Chriſt can by no means be imputed 
do us in ifs whole infinite value, fo as to con- 
127 ©; ſtitore us infinitely righteous in Jaw, but only 
ni propartian to our need, and to that debt 
+ which we owe to the beokon law and offended 
Juſtice of God,” 
His meaning is, that our Lord's farety- righ- 
teonſneſs in juſtification is 2 to our account, 
in part of its infinite value only. Pape ] this is 
certainly a non-entity. A half i ite value, a whole 
infinite value, are modes of ſpecch pregnant with 
- abſurdity, -- Why, bur this non entity of a righteouf- 
"neſs. not of infinite value, but of balf an infinite 
value, is conceived by him to be à very important 
truth, to be imputed to us, and to-ftand in an ex- 
At proportion to our need, and to that debt which 
L» oe to the broken law and offended juſtice of | 
1 You, * 7 re * RI | 
. bog * teacher 
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teacher has conceived and uttered, are his fixed 


ſentiment, it had been far better for him to have 
kept it in retentis. The dividing between our Lie 


; 


ſurety. righteouſneſs in juſtification, and its infinite” 2 K 


value, is very fat from being a doctrine according 
to godlineſs, 1s Chriſt divided? 1 Cor. i. 13; 


and is quite inconſiſtent with what is taught. by ' 


this author in his Catechiſm, namely, That 
© Chriſt's active and paſſive obedience are not ſe- 
“ parately, imputed ; but both are imputed toge- 
*« ther, as one ſimple righteouſneſs.” po 
Further, in the 7th, 8th, gth, and 1oth pages, 
the writer pretends to collect a ſufficient lift of ar- 
e to ſupport and eſtabliſh his ſeparating and 
ividing doctrine about oure Lord's ſurety-tigh- 
teouſneſs and its infinite value. 


His firſt argument, which is pretended to be da 1 


93 


drawn from the nature of God's act in imputing a 


ſurety-righteouſneſs to us, is no way conducive to 


ſupport his untenible doctrine. It is, no dobbt, 
matter of fact, an unexceptionable poſition, That 
when the great Jehovah imputes Chriſt's ſurety- 

' righteouſneſs to us, he accounts it ours in law. 
But what avails this conſideration io the new doc- 
trine the author plead: for? Inſtead of og for, 
in my humble.opinion, it makes quite againtt. his 
new article of Chriſtianity : For the judgment of God 
being always according to truth, Rom. ii. 2: the per- 
fect obedience and complete ſatisfaction of Chriſt, 
as the righteouſneſs of God in our nakute, is Judi- 


, cially eſtimated in law a complete anſwer to its 


precept and penalty, and ſo our very tigliteouſneſs, 
qbedience, and ſatisfaction, Rom. v. 7, 18. 19. 
Rom! x. 4. The queſtion ſubjoined by th teacher, 
in lumming up his argument, namely, “ Rut hov- 
. ] x 18-2 EE enn 
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can this righteouſneſs be accounted or ſuſtained 
as ours in law, in any other proportion than 
that of the juſt demands of the law of works 

upon us?” is a queition of ſuch pernicious con- 

FE +  Jequence, that it is ſhrouded with groſs darkneſs, 
* I not with palpable error and miſtake, I he in- 
telligent will oblerve at firſt, view, that it evidently 
proceeds upon a meaſuring our Lord's one, uniform, 
indiviſible mediatory righteouſneſs, by the rules of 
proportion, pretending that the holy Jaw of the 
moſt high God is the criterion. and ſtandard of a 
certain proportion in Chriſt's ſurety-righteouſneſs 
which belongs to us, and of conſequence, that 
there is a certain degree and proportion in that 
glorious robe which the holy law of God had 
no concern with, and which does not belong to us 
in juſtification, To this purpoſe is his ſurpriſing 
gloſs upon Rom. x. 4. For Chriſt is the end of the 
law for righteouſneſs to every one that believerh. It 
is. never inſinuated,“ ſays he, p. 9. © that 
* «© Chriſt is more than the end of the law for righ- 
& teouſneſs to believers : ** that is, according to his 
meaſuring and dividing doctrine, our Lord's ſurety- 
rightęouſneſs is the fulfilling end of the law to be- 
lievers in a certain proportion, and this certain 
proportion is exactly ſuited to their need; but then 
there is a certain proportion in Chriſt's ſurety- 
-righteouſneſs, in which it is more than the ful- 
filling. end of tlie law; and fo, according to the 
teacher, it is only under rhe former, not under the 
latter degree, that it is imputed to believers. Read- 
er, this is the author's famous dctrine of propor- 
tion in a righteouſneſs, which is abſolucely uncom- 
- pounded, and therefore uniform and indiviſible: 
_ this is the new, the naked artifice which lies at 
| es Irs Wa Barone ug 
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dhe root, runs E . the whole, forms his 
| ſcheme, and conſtitutes the proper frame of his 
Diſſertation. But 1 might appeal from his per- 
formance to his underſtanding, if it is not ſome- 
what ſimilar to the oppoſitions of ſcience falſely ſo cal- 
ed, which, every profeſiee Chritiiap ſhould avoid, 
: 4 Tim. vi. 20. 

If his ſecond” argument can be gathered, with 
much difficulty, from a heap of diſtinctions, it 
comes to hand, at Jaſt, in this odd ſhape, . viz. 
That our Lord's mediatory righteouſneſs is not im- 
puted to. believers as the meritoricus, but as the 

material cauſe of their juſtification, It is more than 
probable, that the weak and uncautious may be led 
captive by ſuch wreſted and abuſed diſtinctions. 
It is truly a great pity but they underſtood the au- 
thor's ſenſe and application of them; which would 


certainly be the beſt antidote againſt impoſition. 


According to his uſe and application of them, they 


mult ,be underſtood thus: Our Lord's righteoul- vie! 


s, as the meritorious cauſe of juſtification, is his 
ighteouſneſs in its whole infinite value. His own 
e of it is thus given by himſelf, p. 8. 


This righteouſneſs is the ſtrictly meritorious 


* cauſe of our juſtification, preciſely as it 1s the 


$6 righteouſneſs of God in our nature,” What this 


teacher means by the words preciſely and ftriftly, in 
the deſcribing of this diſtinction, js not cafy to 
define, if the righteouſneſs of Chriſt, in his view, 
js not capable of ſome qther conſideration, « than 
the righteouſneſs.of God in our nature ; ?? and 
what is that other. chnſideration it is capable of } 
Why, it js Chriſt's righteouſneſs as the material 
cauſe of our juſtification; which, in this author's 


| ee is Pot ſtrictly and ere the righteouſneſs 
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- of Gad in our nature, brit righteouſneſs 
= _ without its infinite value, or, at leaſt, in part of 
its infinite value only; and, under this capacity, 
ga according to this teacher, it is ſuſtained in law as 
dur very righteouſneſs before God. Oh ſtrange ! 
What a ſcene of confuſion is this! Here is nothing, 
©. Hut one wave of abſurdity daſhing againſt another. 
Can our' glorious Redeemer's - righteoufneſs be 
- » Tightly viewed and conſidered, by any mortal crea- 
=”, .. ture, from the holy ſcriptures, under any other 
'*, capacity, than what it oh nc in itſelf, namely, a 
. righteouſneſs of infinite value? Can it andergo any 
=, ,, _ other conſideration, as to its very being, than 
the righteouſneſs of God in our nature?“ Can its 
=” - Infinite value, in part, belong to it as the material 
cauſe of jyſtification, and; in | whole, to It as the 
meritorioùs cauſe of juffification? This is, indeed, 
cutting and carving in an infinite value, where 
= there/js- no compoſition. But the author conti- 
== _nocs to diſtinguiſh, for the ſake of his preciſe 
-, tener ; ©-Chriſt's righteouſneſs,” - ſays he, © as. 
* the meritorious c2uſe, is an external cauſe 
of juſtification ; but as the. material cauſe, 
is an internal cauſe of juſtification.” What! 
dan internal cauſe of juſtification! ” A new 
invention indeed, but utterly. inconſiſtent with 
the ſeripture - doctrine of imputed righteouſneſs. 
The very eſſence of the diſtinction makes void all 
imputat ie, and is utterly inconſiſtent witch the 
nature of that ſpiritual benefit and privilege, as be- 
ing an a& of God's free grace without us. Chriſt's 
tighteouſneſs is indeed faid to be unte all, and upon 
all them that believe, Rom. iii. 22.3 but no Where 
is it to de ſaid in 4. A diſtinction of this kind is 
| - fat more proper to the patrons of tranſubſtantia : 
/ ĩ I ED tion, 
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tion, which i is folly ro our ſenſes, al blaſphemy 


But the author having reared this ſlender fortifi- f 


gainſt te imputation of Chriſt's righteouſneß as the 


there is, no doubt, a very great myttery in tbde 
imputation of Chrift's furery- righteouſneſs. to the 


beeau, as ſuch, it is meritorious befare imputa- 
tion, and is equally the meritarious cauſe; d bur 


putation of it 10 ns, as it is the e ob 2 5 


Suh. 
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to our faith. As the council of Trent is quoted: = 
at the foot of the page, this teacher. might be aſk-" "i 
ed, If he has learned the dittinctiomof an internal 50 
cauſe of Juſtification, from that. infamous con ven- 2 
tion? It is really an unfair method of dealing with 
the Proteſtant doctrine of juſtification, to ſham us. _ 
off with a new-coincd artifice, an arbitrary fiction, 
which is plainly ſubverſive of its very nature. 


cation for his own defence, pretends to argue a- 


meritorious cauſe of juſtification, and ſurprifingly 2 
aſks, * How it can be imputed to us, who are merr 
creatures, mere men, as it is the righ:coufnefs of N 
« God in aur nature?“ p. 8. Such a query as this, 
is, in effect, a bold ſtroke at the doctrine of impu- = 
tation altogether. This teacher muſt be told, that Y 


* 


criminal debtor; but that it is really imputed o 
us under the character and capacity of the righ- 4 
teouſneſs of God in our nature, is beyond any ra- 
tional contradiction ; for it can be placed to our: 
account under no ather conſideration than hat it 4 
really is; but it is really the righteouſneſs of God; NY 
in our nature; and therefore is imputed to us. as. * 
ſuch. It is abſolutely vain for this author, to al- 28 
gue againſt the imputation of it under this view, 9 


W adoption, ſanCtification, | andiftiturs; 5 A 
glory. What then is the conſequence & Can Ml 
theſe conſi ations any. way fuperſede. the im- 


God. 
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God in bbs nature ?- This teacher muſt have 2 
very penetrating apprehenſion that ſees they can. 


But he has; perhaps, forgot himſelf, and therefore 


he ſhould. recolle&, that he allows the imputation 
of the paſſive obedience of Chriſt in its infinite va- 
lae, in juſtification; and therefore he muſt, nill 


he will he, grant it to be imputed as the rich. 


teouſneſs of God in our nature, or as the merito- 
rious cauſe of juſtification. This conceſſion of his 
- own muſt / preſs him extremely hard, unleſs he 
ſhould deny, that Chriſt's paſſive obedience, in · its 
infinite value, is meritorious; and how would this 
divinicy ſound? What he ſoggeſts in favour of the 
imputation of our Lord's righteouſneſs as a material 
cauſe, evaporates into ſmoke : for, according to 
him, Chriſt's righteouſneſs as a material cauſe is 
not ſtrictiy and preciſely the righteouſneſs of God 
in our nature; the material cauſe therefore, in 


this view, is a non-entity, -a mere nothing, name 
ly, Chriſtꝰs righteouſneſs, wanting its infinite va- 


be, or, at leaſt, wanting a part of it. But that 
Chriſt's righteouſneſs, - in juſtification, is imputed 


to us as the righteouſnefs of God in our nature, is 


a precious truth that cannot be overthrown. Is 


not this ſurety righteouſneſs the meritorious cauſe 


in law of the abſolution of the criminal debtor ? 


Is it not the legal ground and foundation upon 


which he is abſol ved? Is it not accounted his very 


payment, becauſe the ſurety and he are one per- 


ſon in law? And moreover, is it not upon the 
ground and foundation of the righteouſneſs im- 
puted chat his ſins are pardoned, and his- perſon 
8 righteous and accepted? Is it not 
Kuen this ground that he holds his title to the great 


ter of life ; "Wikeelore, « «righteouſuck meri- · 
torious, 
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5 
torious, it muſt he imputed. The conſequence tho 
author draws from this plain doctrine, is extremely - - 


foreign, namely, that believers in law are then 
infinite meriters of their ownjuſtification and ſal · 
vation.“ This conſequence we abſolutely diſavow, 
as utterly inconcluſive. The author and finiſher of 
the ſurety righteouſueſs, our Lord Jeſus, is one per- 


ſon, and the belie ving receiver another, in a phyfical = 
ſenſe ; bis ſurety-righteouſneſs in juitification, js not 


infuſed, but imputed; the genuine ſenſe and meaning 


whereof is not, that we are reputed, eſteemad, 


or accqunted to have been the authors and finiſhers 
of the ſurety righteouſneſs; but that, in Juſtifics- 
tion, it is. placed to our account, judicially eſtj- 
| mated ours, or reckaned upon our ſcore. An in- 
ſolvent debtor may juſt as well be ſaid to purchaſe 
his own abſolution, when his ſutety's payment is 


legally ſuſtained in his favour, and the priſon- 


door opened to him; than which nothing can be 
more improper. and abſurd. The author, having 


proved nothing, but confuſed every *thing, con- 
cludes his ſecond argument in this manner: 

«© That the . righteouſneſs of Chriſt is not imputed © 
“to us in that extenſive value which conſtitutes 


« it the ſtrictly meritorious cauſe of juſtification, 
« but only in ſo far as it is the material canſe 


e thereof,” An empty cavil indeed, if not 
ſomerhing worſe, which would divide che infinite 
value of our Lord's ſurety -righteouſneſs between 


it as 4 meritorious: and a material cauſe, But it 


muſt be remembered here, that if the infinite value 

of our Lord's ſurety-righteouſneſs belong to it, ei. 
ther leſs or more, as a material cauſe, then as the, "#8 
material cauſe, according to this author, it is n 
internal cauſe e e eee WO 
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28 | 
"66 this new doctrine, believers are infinite deities, | 
Infinite meriters of their own-juſtification. Reader, 
FRE behold! how his diſtinguiſhing genius has ingult- 
dd him at laſt in the very mire of ab{urdity, into 


3 which he was making an upſucccelsful — to 
r drag others. 

7 In his third argument, he introducts ſome paſ- 
. ſages of ſcripture to eſtabliſh' his novel hypotheſis, 
namely, That our Lord's mediatory righteouſneſs, 

as it is the righteouſneſs of God in our nature, is 
not imputed to us in Juſtification : but none of the 

IP , facred paſſages quoted by him, evince any ſuch 
_- thing. They indeed amount to an inconteſtable 
= * of that which we hope never to deny, name- 
1 That our Lord's ſurety. righteouſneſs is the 
= fulglling end of the law; and therefore it is impu- 

„ ted to us in juſtification, as containing a complete 

anſwer to the precept and penalty of the law of 
works. But what then? It is ſtrenuouſſy argued, 
that Chriſt's ſurety- righteouſneſs, being the tigh- 
teouſneſs of God in our nature, it is that, and that 
alone, which exhibits a complete anſwer to the 
1 + precept and penalty of the law of works. The 
2 conſideration ſubjoined by him, from “ the equal 

| . breadth and latitude of the mercy-ſeat with the 
Lark,“ will never prove that our Lord's ſurery-obe- 
* -dience 4 is not imputed in juſtifigation as the obe: 
8 dience of a divine perſon; it Will never eſtabliſn 
"this ſtrange turn of dogrine, that the paſſive obe. 

dience of Chriſt is imputed in juſtificarion in its 
infinite value, but his active obedience only un- 

3 der the capacity of à perfect” finite obedience. 

Tx Nay, as this doctrine is void of any regularity, 

1 - order, and bonnection. che very e xample \addaced 

1 12 him is 2 lulicicar Yr "Woes it «is; hike bun | 
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, 2 of the, lame, A FP, Lo that W 
Chriſt's ſurety-righteouſneſs (being the righreouſs) © 
- || neſs of God in our nature) is the. fulfilling end of 
| the law, and exactly anſwers all its requirements ; 
0 his unſpotted nature, to the holineſs and ſpiritua- 
lity of it; bis righteous life, to all the obedience 
7 it commands, and his ſufferings and death, to the 
penalty it injoins. This being the plain import 
of the inſtance quoted, is ſufficient to overturn tze 
unequal and crooked. doctrine taught by this au- 
thor: and, without controverſy, he is never bet- 
ter ſerved, than when he is confronted with * 
own weapons. 4 
His fourth argument is oretengded to be deduced 
from the ſuretyſhip of Chriſt, wherein he is very 
painful and aſſiduous in diſplaying his refinements 
do reconcile us to a certain degree and proportion 
£ in our, Lord's mediatory . righteouſneſs, ; ſuch as 
| his diſtinguiſhing between Chrif's righteouſneſs as 
p it is the righteouſneſs of God in our nature, and 
as a ſurety-righteouſneſs, alledging, that it is im- 
puted under the latter, not under the former view. 
„. See p. 10. This is, perhaps, a refinement in the ſy- 
ſtem of theology, which has exceeded the meta» 
phyſical genius of our ſyſtematic writers; but it 
is ſuch an improvement and diſcovery as claims 
7 no patronage from the ſacred oracles ; and there - 
Nl fore deſerves to be exploded, But what is our. 
Lord's | ſurety-righteouſneſs, according to, this 
teacher if it is not ſtrictly and preciſely the 'righ- 
teouſneſs of God in our nature? Why, it is Chriſt's 
righteouſneſs, as the material, internal cauſe of 
juſtification : A modern diſeovery ! that has been 
already confidered. But, moreover, Fig avails 
„ . the new goſpel this. pO ets. for, becauſe: 
1 


Cs L : 
= "the very fort, rlartire, 120 . 
 fareryſhip' conſſited in his being bound for the 
Aasebt ot others: or, becauſe he was judieially ſub- 
ſtituted in our law room and ſtead. Will it fol- 
low from the premiſſes, that the ſinner's debt of 
obedience was or coald be diſcharged by à perfect 
finite obedience? According to this teacher's doc - 
trine, the conſequence is native; and abſtracting 
ftom an infinite ſatisfaction, . a finite perſon might 
_  *havs deen our ſurety,” according to the agate 
of his Catechimm already quoted. 
Thus, according to this modern refiner, it was 
not at leaſt © requiſite that the Mediator ſhould be 
od, that he might give worth and efficacy 
unto his obedience ;” * it was only requiſite that 
„de ſhould be God, that he might give worth 
und efficacy unto bis ſufferings.” What a new 
2 -- Neoke in divinity is this, which muſt confront the 
bi rine of the Larger Catechiſm, quef. 38. and 
. Lg :wharge it with groſs error and miſtake ? But a- 
"IF F , this teacher is egregioufly miſtaken, in afſert- 
1 RE" That * a finite perſon might have been our 
«Jurety, »"abſtraRing from an infinite ſatisfaction. 
"Does he not know, that, by breach of law - precept, 
ie eriminal debtor was ſubjected to a dreadful 
/Fowfolture ? Was not the great inheritance of eter- 
mal life thereby mortgaged ? Did not man, 4s 4 
krbel againſt bis great _ torteit his very title 
td life, and to the promiſe of life ? If this is grant- . 
E. it will evidently follow, that in clearing ſcores 
ED. rt ide preceptive part rx of the Jaw, no other o- 
5 was undertaken, or could be accepted, 
bur ſuch as was requiſire for recovering the fot». - 
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Could a feat dene a le be ſufficient for this 
purpoſe ! Nay, could God in our nature un der- 
take an obedience of this kind? Wherefere, n 
obedience of infinite value was as requiſite for 
clearing ſcores with the preceptive part of the law, 5 l 
after the breach of the law · covenant, as a ſatisfac -. | ÞÞ 
tion of infinite value was requiſite for clearing | 
ſcores with the penal ſanction. It is therefore 5 
no argument againſt the imputation of our Lord? 
active obedience in its infinite value, * becauſe 
© the law demands no more from us than a perfect 
{© finite obedience.” If the teacher intends tar 
the law's claim upon Adam, our federal head and 
reſentative, was of no farther extent in 4 ſtate˖ 4 Þ 
innocency, this is readily granted; but if he 
means that the law · prece t, as Mpeg required .- 
no more from our bleſſed Snrety, to recover ! 
forfeited title to redeem the mortgaged inheritance,” * , 
it is abſolutely denied. Whatever. obedience wW h 1 1 
given to la · precept by Chriſt, the elect's ſurety- N 24 
repreſentative, and accepted at the bar of law ah 
juſtice, the very fame was required and undertaken” 
by him as a ſponſor or ſurety ; but the obedience” 
given and performed by him to law. precept, was 
the obedience of his perſon God: man; therefore 
the obedience of his perſon God · man was requi- Y 
red, and andertaken by him in his weer a 
from everlaſting, Every branch vf this argument 
is unexceptionable from the ſacred :records:: Forts a > oF 
oy ole, par Surety, is expreſcly ſaid ta ** 

made under the law : But toben 1 __— 
of time us come, God ſent forth bis Son made of a” ao ; 
woman, made under the law, Gal. iv. 4. Fell: N 


G 
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this facred j ge it is quite obvious, that-ir was 
. e in our nature chat was made under 
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tze law, and not an buman nature in the abſtract; 
therefore the law-covenant, as broken required the 
= obedience of the Son of God in our nature, and 
not a perfect finite obedience. Thus it is certain, 
that even · the very law · precept, as broken, required 
a obedience of the ſecond Adam, the Lord from 
heaven, which it did not, nor could require of the 
firit Adam, as a ſtanding law: the demands therefore 
of the broken covenant, from which Chriſt's ſure- 
ty-righteouſneſs was ſtated, muſt not be confound- 
ed with the demands of the law-covenant as ſtanding, 
| the rule and meaſure of the firſt Adam's obedience. 
Upon the whole, it follows, that the obedience of 
the Son of God in our nature being imputed to us 
in juſtification, it is imputed in: its infinite value; 
but if it is not imputed to us in its infinite value, it 
| is not the obedience of the Son of God in our na- 
ture that is imputed. Thus an active obedience, 
ſtripped of an infinite value, is not the active obe · 

> dience of the Son of God in our nature, but an 
g airy figment ſubſtituted in its room. It muſt, be 
| an inſuperable raſk for this teacher, or any for him, 
to authenticate ſuch groſs error. . 
His 5th, and laſt argument is pretended. to be 
drawn from the formal nature of righteouſneſs; 
wherein, he fronts his new goſpel with the title of 
this article of our Chriſtian faith: And yer it is 
nei ler to be ſcen in the writings of Moſes and the 
prophets, nor in the doctrine of Chriſt and his 
apoltles, nor in our confeſſion of faith, larger and 
morter catechiſms, nor in any other ſubordinate 
ſtandard of, orthodoxy, that IL Kk now of. But that L 

may give all due attention to what is at laſt ſug- 
eſtes by this teacher, in ſupport. of chat Jubrile 


=  andrchned article of bis Chriſtian faith, I mult in- 
ſorm bim, that any judicious argument drawn 
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12 1 
from the formal nature of — will never 
eſtabliſh an heterodox poſition, viz. That our 
Lord's ſurety. obedience is not imputed to us in 
juſtification, in its infinite , value, but rather the 
very reverſe of what is thus taught by him, viz. 


That Chrilt's ſurety-· obedience is imputed to us in 
its infinite value: neither will all the craft and ſub- 


tilty of evaſion, by new-coined diſtinctions, which 


are evidently without any appearance of ſcripture-. 


- warrant; make good his new article of divinity; 


theſe may well fatigue our attention, they will 


never inform our judgment. But how will this 


teacher be capable to render this new. mode of 


. doctrine authentic, from the ſacred oracles, as it is 
laid by him, in ſumming up his fifth argument, 
- viz. „ That though the righteouſneſs of Chriſt 
& poſſeſs an infulite value as fulfilled by him, yet 
* the law is only concerned with it as a, perfect o- 
e bedience to its. precept, and complete ſatisfaction 
to its penalty?“ His meaning is, that the holy 
Jaw: 0f God is not concerned with our Lord's 
ſurety -obedience, as an obedience of infinite value! 
That this is the plain meaning of the deceitful diſ- 
tinction, is evident from the doctrine of the 
11th page; where we are told, that ** the- claims 
of the broken law are only a perfect obedience 
© of a finite value, and an infinite ſatisfaction;“ 
and therefore, according to the teacher, the holy 
law of God, in its preceptive part, as broken by 
the ſin of man, is only concerned with our Lord's 


ſurety· obedience, as a perfect obedience of finite 
value. A mighty ſtroke of criticiſm indeed But, 


moreover, hat can this author intend by the for · 
mal nature of righteouſneſs ?- Dogs it nu conſtitute 
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© teouſneſs, an obedience of à divige: perſon,” or 


a righteauſneſs of intinite value? Mr ex example, 
ſacred language, it is frequently fylcd the pro 
Feouſneſs of God, Rom. i. 17. Rom. iii. 21. 23. 


. © 2 Cor. v. 24. What! Does it belang to the for- 


mal nature of what is called, and is the righteouſ- 
- meſs of God, that it is a perfect finite obedience to 
law „as the foregoing pernicious diſtinc: 
tion would ſurmiſe? Is the law of the moſt high 


' .God only concerned with our Lord's ſurety- 9 


obedience under a certain capacity, which is ab- 
— incompatible with its very nature? Was 


«not our Lord Jeſas, as an undertaking furety, 


made under the law · covenant, in bis mediatory 
perſon, God -· man ? Of neceſſary conſequence; then, 
the holy law of God · muſt regard the obedience of 
the perſon God-man, and 
infinite value. In fine, therefore, an internal cauſe 

of juſtification, ' (which is juſt as myſterious as the 


ach of the moſt big _ Catholic); the conſidera- > 
tion of our Lord's -obcedience, under the pro- 
portion and — a perfect finite obedience z 


the diſtinction — our Lord's mediatory 


9 it is the righteouſneſs of God in | 
"eur nature, and as it is a ſurcty-righteouſneſs ; 41 
"the. 


allegation, that though the — 
5 i poſſeſs an infinite value as fulfilled by 


maar irony law is only concerned with it as a2 


finite obedience to its preeept, and com- 


—_ ſatisfaction to its penalty, are a catalogue 


all and eve 


gious fallacy. Up 
> ancient ſup 


Dir be won: 
A wt 


o as an obedience of 


4 * 
2 ww a a Ne c.oco o To i ²˙ . OTE nn CEO . · mw oe my eo 


of 


0 = anti-ſcriptural, and anti- philoſophical 
s, calculated for the ſupport of an egre 

one of them 

INTE h 


oo on om aA 


5 Sts 4 
8 


thou art weighed i in FAS] and art foul vent 
ing) Dan. v. 22, = 
The author's {Hiberal conceſſion, + 6. had almoſt 
eſcaped animadverſion ; it ſeems laid as a key . | 
him to open an admiſſion into'the the. : peculiarity * of h 
doctrine. Why,“ ſays he, © it is not my pt 
e ſent. inquiry, if billevers by virtue of i 
« tereſt in the infinite p perſon of Chriſt, are inter- 
« eſted in his r m in the full and infinite” 
„value thereof. This,“ ſays be, % none that” 
are ſound in the faith will! impogg or retend e 
« diſpute; but as imputation and Mere are very 
« far from being equally colextenſſive in their fs 11 
« hification, imputation indecd always infers Wy, F 
delt, but intereſt is far . from.” always bert 
4 0 ration,” If the ſentiment bete kid by . 
whey wilt bear an) determinate ſenfe and, mi ein: 
oh it caſts up in this ſhape, vi. That though 
eyers, by their union ro Chrif 114 ee 
in the infinite value of our Lord's ſurety bn wy c 
50 rheir juſtification, it 8 nor. "imputed 
em im its infinite value. The way how: this: BY 


Ke 


tical and crafty turi is ſalved, is bby 1755 . wo 


that tation and intereſt” are v 
being equally 'ca-exrenſive in che. 5, 
Thing bay. nat always of eq ual ih 192 75 
granre'; for believers 
Ca hs intereſted" in the Ks Be 120 5 
all his divine excellencies, relariotis, and 1 SES 
' moreover, by their union to Chriſt, t 2 an 
intereſtment in all the effects of a ſurety⸗ righteoufs. 
nels, which are really imparted, not - imputed: Bur 
what of all this? The queſtion is neither about 
the believer's intereſt in the divine perfections, nor 
n intereſt i in all the effects of a ſurety- 
"MN * l eee, 


36 } 

righteouſneſs, by. abour his . by impula- 
tion, in the ſurety- obtdicnce of Chrilt i in its, inff- 

nig value; and here, at leaſt, imputation intets 
in greſt, ay intereſt | imputation. Thus, it js mo- 
rat 7 bd to conceive, how. believers, by | 
their | unit 9 to Chriſt, can be intereſted, in the ing 
nite Walde of br, Lord's fur ty-obedignce,. and 
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FAviti, rid briefly exploded ts ſophiltHcat 
cavlls, in ths pretended arguments offered by 
the writer of = PLiffertation, 1 ſhall now pro- 
ceed to evince, that the 3 ttutk denied by 
him, is very capable of a large compaſs of 


both from ſcriptare and reaſon, and rem bur er. 


cellent ſtandards of doctrine. 5 1 


Iris indeed extremely furprifing, that the fol. 


lowing propoſition cannot be admitted, without 4 
| eavilling exception, viz. That the petfect obedience 
and complete ſatisfaction of Chriſt, as one uniform, 
undi vided ſurety -righteouſneſsi3 ichputed in its inft- 
nite value to dillevins in their juſtification. In ordet, 
therefore, toeſtabliſh and coin this propoſition, 
or which is a propoſ tion of the fame Import, ix. 
That our Lord's ſurety- obedience is imputed to 
belie vers, in its infinite value, in their 3 
tion, as well as his full and complete ſatisfact ion, 
I ſhall not accumulate, but ſelect a few en 
vur Thope, will pfove deciſive in this point. 
This doctrine is abundantly confirmed and ex 


Nabliſhed from ſeveral paſſages of holy ſcripture, 


which evidently repreſent it in the ſtrotigett and 
cleareſt light. For example, 1 night a to 
that clear and convincing teſtimony, II. XIH. 21. 


The Lord is well pleaſed for his tighteouſneſy* ſake 3 be 


will magnify the law, and make it honourable." ' From 


: as.” 
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this memorable paſſage, which might be # deciſive : 


proof of the doctrine bse veel it is clear and 
evident, that no other righteouſheſs but 4 ah 
-tgopſneſs of infinite value, could be well-pl 5 


, * {TR 
= 
14 
18 ” 


% = bg 


a4 x 


= 


* . 


| to God, and accepts oh , # bar of law and 


1 224 * 
* = 


Juſtice ; and what other obedience could magnify 
the law, and make it honourable, but an obedience 
of infinite value ? wherefore the ſurety-obedience 
of Chriſt muſt” be imputed to us in its infinite va- 
lue. To ſpeak of Chriſt's undertaking to fulfil the 
law by a ſurety-righteouſneſs, as if it had not been 
an undertaking, to magnify the law, and make it 
honourable, is ſo everſive of the aforementioned 
text, and is ſuch-a new cut in divinity, as can on- 
ly have place in the author's catechetical ſyſtem, 
Another forcible argument in defence of this truth, 
may be drawn from the ſame evangelical prophet, 


II. xlv. 24. where, we have the language of an 


aſſured faith ſtrongly expreſſed, Surely, ſhall one ſay, 
In the Lord have I righteouſneſs ; or, as ſome read 
it, Surely, be ſhall. ſay of me, In the Lord is all 


 Pighteouſne/s. It ought not to eſcape obſervation, 


that the phraſeology in the original text is ren- 
dered in the plural number, rigbteouſneſſes; which 
ſeems not to be uſed without an important deſign; 
and ſo plainly implies the matchleſs fulneſs and ſu- 
pereminent excellency of the Lord's ſurety-righ- 


teouſneſs, as comprehending whatever, either of 


ſuffering or obedience, is requiſite to the juſtifica- 
tion of ſinners; but no leſs an obedience was re- 
quiſite for making us righteous in law, for juſtifi- 
cation of life, than an obedience of infinite value, 
which muſt therefore be imputed to us as ſuch. 


Where would be the matchleſs fulneſs and ſuper- 


eminent excellency of the obedience imputed, if it 
was an obedience of finite value ? or, where would 


be the ground of ſuch diſtinguiſhed gloriation,?.as 


in ver. 25. In the Lord ſpall all the'ſeed of Iſrael be 


 J#bified,and ſpall glory. Another {cripture-authority, 


Which 
1 { 26 


which evidently A d e pleaded = 
we have recorded in Rom. iii. 22;(;-where ie 
righteouſneſs of God, which is by faith of Jeſus Chriſt, 
is expreſsly ſaid to be unto all, and upon all them 
that believe. - A determination ſo clear and ſatiſ· 
factory, as not to leave, one would almoſt con- 
clude, any room for an appeal. It muſt be ob- 
ſerved, from the paſſage quoted, that the righ- 
teouſneſs of God here mentioned cannot ſignify his 
eſſential righteouſneſs, but the ſurety-righteouſneſs 
which he wrought out, in the law room and ſtead 
of his ele, as Jehovah the Father's bond-ſervant. 
Now, this ſurety-righteouſneſs, being the righ- 
teouſneſs of the Son of God in our nature, and 
. therefore receiving the grand appellation of the 
righteouſneſs of God, is, in juſtification, .reckon-, 
ed, impnted, or placed to the account of, and put 
as a garment of ſalvation upon every one that be- 
lieves, of what natioh or character ſoever he be, 
whether Jew or Gentile. Reader, if it is inquired: 
9 is that ſurety-righteonſneſs which is upon 


very believer as a robe by imputation? the text 


pin anſwers, That it is not a finite righteouſ- 
neſs, but the righteouſneſs of God, or the righ- 
teouſneſs of the Son of God in our nature. It is to 


me very ſtrange, that the new docttine about 


imputed righteouſneſs cannot admit this glorious 
and admirable truth, without a forced conſtruction, 
a {trained a application ſuch as, That though the 
righteouſneſs of God be imputed to us in juſtifica- 
tion, it is not in all reſpects imputed in its infinite 
value, but it is partly imputed in an infinite, 
partly. in a finite, value: Our Lord's ſurety-obedi- 
ence is only imputed to us in a certain degree and 
1 under a certain conſideration and ca- 
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wuſteſs} not as the righteouſneſs of God in out 
nature: Oh ſtrange! is not all this mutitating and 
pareelling doctrine evidently tepugnant to the di- 
vine teſtimony quoted, vis. Thet - the righteou/te/s 


& God, which ig by faith of Jeſus Chrift, is ums all, 
and upon all them that believe. I might' quote ano - 


ther ſacred paſſage, very pertinent to the purpoſe 
in hand, and very explicit, in favour of the divine 
truth denied; 2 Cor. v. 21. For be hath made him 


fo be in for us, who knew no An; that We mig bi be 


maile the righteouſneſs of God in him. According to 
this remarkable portion of ſacred writ, we are 
ainly raaght, that all true believers in Chriſt are, 


in julſtification, conſtituted righteous in che fight 


„* 


of God, in a way correſpondent to that in which 
Chtiſt was made fin. And how was the great 
Surety made in? Why, in point of guilt imputed, 
imputed to him without exception. In like man- 
ner, how are tor mage the rigbieouſneſs of God in bim? 
Why, in point of his ſarety-righteouſneſs imputed 
to us, (which is here ſtyled the righteouſneſs of God), 
imputed to us in its infinite value, without exception. 


I ay, withoqt- exception: for if there js any te- 


ſtriction, limitation, and exception, in the impu- 


tation of che ſurety · xighteouſneſs in its infinite 


value, there muſt be equally a reſtriction, limita- 
tion, and exception, in the imputation of our guilt 
to Chtiſt. 'The very ſcope and drift of the text, is 
to prove, that we are made righteous, in Juſtifica - 


. fion, in a way corteſpondent to that in which 
Chriſt was made ſin: And ſo, according to the tiew . 
grammatical ſtyle of the Diſſertation, dur whole 


ilt could not be impated to Chriſt, as s ſurety- 


on righteouſneſs, in its Whole infinite valge, cannot 


% 


Wa TIE i. x: 
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be imputed to us. OR. be Mag ati coal of 
the new diyinity, in the Dyſertation,, which cannot 
maſs to iſſue in the perfect attoniſhment, of impar- 
tial obler verz. To avoid prolixity, I ſhall only ap · 
pea) to ae keene iti, to eſtabliſh the 
point i goeſtion, Rom, . 9. Fer as hy, one nan 
dſebedienes mam were made  feuners z ſo, ty the, obe- 
dience of one, (ball mam 1 made 1ighteous. As it is 
evident, from the firſt clauſe of the paſſage quoted, 
that all Adam's natural deſcendents, by the imputa- 
tian of bis criminal diſobedience to them, were 
ſubjected to a la- charge of, guilt, made Sinners, 
and condemned as ſuch. ; ſo it is equally obvious, 
from the latter part of the verſe, that all Chriſt's 


cated righteous, and jultificd as ſuch, by the im- 
Nee ee ſurety- Obedience to them. Thus, 
it 45 cyident, like ſun: ſhine, that if all Adam's 

rity are ace 1 
without exception and limitation imputed; ſo a 
Chriſt's ſpirizval, feed are, ip juſtißcation, made 

dannen be e bedenke 
imputecl in its infinjre yalye, without exception 
| and Jimication.. Iight have enlarged upon ſeve- 
ral other teſtimonies from the facred, writings: for 
the preſent * defended, is copiouſly revealed 
through the ſcriptures of, the Old and New Teſta- 
ment. There is no need here to uſe fleight of hand; 


, 


in point of guilt impute 


be that, runs, may read. But the above ſhall ſuf 


free far a, ſpecimen, that the orthodox gdodraye, 


denied . write of the Diſſertatien, is exidens 
d 


by, eh 
cavily and; warranted beyand any exception. 


2, This, doc rue is apparently obvious from 
dhe ſara of jo&ificacion, às it is directly oppoſed ig 
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A * 1 implied in the nadir of a ſinner ? Why, 
3 fortetts eternal Hfe, and is doomed to eternal 
"death, And what, on the other hand, is included 

| In! the/JuRtificarion of a finer ? Why, it fuper- 
b- | + Tedes hi obligation to niflitient, en invelts him 
Pith a title id happtnels ? Now, it is aſſerted and 
maintained, that our Lotos ſarety-obedicnce, in 
tie infinite value, is as requiſite in Juſtification, 
bor recovering the guilty'criminal's förfeited title, 
dor remiffuting kim, in the paternal favour, of God, 
dior the conſtituting of him as righteous in God's 
- Hpbt, as Kis full and complete ſatisfaction in its 
3 Infirite value, is requiſite, in juſtification,” for re- 
E ©: © Vverfin the r of clidellinarith the criminal 
v under; or ſupe rſeding his obligation to puniſh- 
£3 ment. Tue aft this argument muſt be 
BS: tear and convincing, if the nature of actual juſti- 
fcation is trictiy attended to; which, beſides the 
WES - ardon f find om the footing of a ſurety-righteoul- 
.. neſs, brings us into 4 new; 4 more g tious, and 
complete title rg liſe „than ever we could have 
had, though Adam had'\finiſhed his © probationary 
obedience. Hence, * Lord from heaven, the 


new covtnant-head hu x. 10. Tam come that 


they might have 
more abundantly. 


aaſſures us, that all believing receivers of the Lord's 
1 ſurety-rightcoufhefs Pal? reign in life, by one; Feſus 

3 5 Cbril. Rom. v. 17. and alſo mentions @ juſi- 

| Faurion of life, ver. 19. not barely an ns on 
6 from the ſentence of death, but ſuch a ca- 
1 tion as gives à title to the reward of fe. Upon 

. = the whole, then, are believers in jaſtifieativn: not 
1 abſol cod I the i Wen 
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of a broken law, and. liberate from a charge of 


guilt; but brouglit into a ſtate of acceptance with 
God, deemed righteous in law, and actually in- 


titled unto eternal life? Are they reſtored to all 


this amazing honour, and tranſcendent dignity; 


upon the ground and foundation of a perfect finite 


obedience imputed? And is this the ſurety- obe- 
dience of Chrift! Reader, how is the exquiſite 
beauty and excellency of the doctrine of juſtifi- 


cation ſullied and defaced by this pernicious ſcheme ?. 


Our title to eternal life is not a whit better, accor- 
ding to this doctrine, than it would have been had 


the firſt Adam finiſhed his probationary obedience, 


Nay, it is worſe ; for a ſurety-obedience wanting 


an infinite value, is not the ſurety-obedience of 


Chriſt. - + e 26s | 
3. That our Lord's ſurety-obedience is impu- 


ted to believers in their juſtification in its infinite 


value, is conſpicuouſly evident from the glorious 


nature and unity of his ſurety-righteouſneſs, which 


is an undivided robe, an uniform garment of an in- 


finite value, which is inſeparable from it. Thus, 


the tenor of his obedience was moſt uniform, and 


uninterrupted, Phil. ii. 8. And being found in fas 


fhien an u man, be humbled" himſelf, and became die. 


dient unto death, even the death of the croſs. The uni- 
ty, uniformity, and undivided nature of Chriſt's 


ſurery-righteouſneſs, is copiouſty diſplayed throught * 


the whole ſcriptures, revealed in many exprefs 


paſſages, and deducible from à variety of inſtructive 


ſimiktudes. Thos, it is elegantly ſer forth under the 


metaphor of à robe, tbe beſt robe, a garment, the 
garmiant ef ſalvation, tf. 1xi. 10. Luke xv. 22. 


Fh is a robe, a garment, which not only fcreens 


from the ſword of juſtice, the curſe of the law, 


and 
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and from all the vengeance which breach of cove, 
nant deſerved ; but a robe, a garment, which ad- 
orns and dignißes the ſoul in the ſight of God. 
Though we may diſtinguiſh between the active and 
aſſive obedience of our ever glorious Redecmer; 
pet ſuch is their unity and uniformity, that they 
cannot be ſeparated. It is impoſſible they ſhould 
be disjoined, or even be divided from an infinite 
value, or be independent on each other; for had 
either branch of the mediatorial obedience been 
awanting, it may well be ſuppoſed, - that, nei - 
ther pardon nor acceptance, nor any ſpiritual bleſſ- 
ing, could have been vouchſafed to fallen man. 
They were undivided in Chriſt, the glorious Sure- 
ty, and ſo muſt be undivided in their legal appli- 
\ cation to his myſtical body. It muſt be remem- 
| bered, that as Chriſt in ſuffering obeyed, and 
in obeying ſuffered; ſo whoſoever receives him 
ab an 'atonement by bis death, receives him alſo 
as à righteouſneſs in his holy nature and righteous 
| life. It was therefore, beyond controverſy, an 
3 error and miſtake in ſome foreign di- 
Wutz who were otherwiſe orthodox upon the 
en, particularly Piſcator, Wendelin, and 
= who aſſerted, + That all that was ne- 
ceſſary to the juſtification of God's elect, was 
« the ſufferings and death of Chriſt;“ and affirm- 
ed, That our Lord's ſurety- obedience was only 
« 2 qualification requiſite to his being the Media- 
* ror.” But was not this to divide our Lord's 
ſurety- righteouſneſs, and to leave believers in their 


jualtification ſt ill under a forfeited title, or with- 


out a legal title to life? For if the ſufferings and 
death of Chriſt are only imputed in Juſtification, 
ee the ſentence of 1 is only iy 
2 2 s 
2 ie, : 2 Fr 


4 


blood of - Chriſt, Rom. v. 9.; yet is it not ehe 


been more of a piece, his hypotheſis had been of + 


| . 
ſed; and believers have only a legal ſecurity” a- 


gainſt eternal death. But their title to life is 1 
reſtored, nor conſtituted, without the perfection 
of Chriſt's active obedience, in conjunction with 
the efficacy of his paſſive. What though our 
juſtification be in holy ſcripture aſcribed to the 


blood of Chriſt put both for his active and paſſive 
obedience, the one being finiſhed in the other? 
It is therefore a doctrine of divine revelation; 
that as our Lord's ſurety-obedience was performed 
for us, in our law room and ftead ; and as we 
are expreſsly ſaid to be made righteous by it, Rom. 
v. 19. and as the law of God required it: fo all 
that the law of God required, mult be imputed to 
us for juſtification. If the author of the Difſer- 
tation had been of the ſentiment of Piſcator and 
Vendelin, in my humble opinion, his doctrine had 


far greater conſiſtence, and muſt have at leatt 
hung together, however naked: but to grant, 
that our Lord's ſurety-obedience is imputed in ju- 
ſtification, and yet to deny that it is imputtꝗ in 
its infinite value, is to ruſh upon a contradictory 5 
doctrine, which cannot hang together, and which 
is void of any plauſible dress Where is the con- 
nection of purpoſes in this doctrine? A ſurety-obe- 
dience imputed, and yet not imputed in its infinite 
value: This is, n the matter, to deny the 
imputation of Chrifs $ furety-obedicnce altogether ; 
for if it is not imputed in its infinice value, it is 
not imputed as the obedience of a divine perſon ; ; 
and ſo cannot be“ the obedience of Chritt that is 
impoted. Whence it is evidently conſequential, - 
hey the doctrine - that would fix upon a certain 
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degree and proportion in a robe of ſuch intrinſic 
excellence, and abſolute perfection, as our Lord's 
ſurety-righteouſneſs, is a doctrine highly deroga- 
tory to the glorious nature, unity, and uniformi- 
ty of the ſurety-righteouſneſs imputed. 
4. This glorious truth might be farther vindica- 
ted from this important and intereſting conſidera- 
tion, viz. That it is the ſurety-obedience of the 
\ perſon God · man that is imputed. in juſtification, 
(not the obedience of the human nature of Chriſt, 
in the abſtract, which is not a perſon in Chriſt), 
That this is the doctrine of the facred ſcriptures, 
is inconteſtably clear and convincing: and it will 
be impoſſible for all the ſagacity in the world, to 
prove this point of doctrine an abſurdity, though 
it ſhould ever remain an inexplicable myſtery. 
And if the author of the Diſſertation ſhould a- 
gain put the queſtion, * How can it be imputed 
tous formally in this view, who are mere crea- 
te tures, mere men?“ or as Nicodemus ſaid, upon 
another grand point, How can theſe things be?“ 
our Lord's — ro the Jewiſh doctor ſhall ſuf- 
fice for a reply to him: Art thou a maſter of Jrael, 
and knoweſt not theſe things? John iii, 10. If it 
is therefore the obedience of the perſon God-man 
that is imputed in juſtification, then, of neceſſary 
conſequence, it is imputed in its infinite value 
for it is incapable of any other conſideration, than 
as the obedience of the perſon of Chriſt. Does 
not this teacher know, that from the hypoſtatical 
union of the two natures, divine and human, in 
one individual perſon, it is, that the actions of 
each nature are the actions of the ſame one perſon. 
Thus it was the perſon God- man who fulfilled all 
righteouſneſs, the Son of God in our nature, that 
PS | was 
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47 | ö 
was made under the 13 therefore it muſt be 
the ſurety-obedience of the Son of God in our na- 
ture, which is the fulfilling end of the law ; and 
thus it is Chriſt, God-man, who is the end of the 
law for righteouſneſs, -Rom. x. 4. Wherefore it 
is very far from being a doctrine conſonant to this 
great myſtery of grace, to affirm, that the ſurety- 
obedience. of the perſon God-man is nor imputed 
under that capacity to believers in their juſtifica- 
tion : for ſurely, if it is not imputed in its infinite 
value, it cannot be imputed as the obedience of 
the perſon. This is a conſequence fo native and 
unexceptionable, that it cannot be diſputed. Not- 
withſtanding it ſhould be granted, that our Lord's 
ſurety-obedience is imputed to us, as the fulfilling 
end of the law, or as a perfect conformity to the 
law; this can no way ſuperſede the imputation of _ 
his obedience in its infinite value: for it was the 
obedience of the Son of God in our nature, Which 
was, and js the fulfilling end of the law to every 
one that believeth; or, in words of the ſame im- 
port, it was the ſurety-obedience of Immanuel, 
God with us, which was, and is a perfect . . 
mity to the preceptive part of the law. It muſt 
be a diſtinction as well as a doctrine both anti- 
evangelical and antiphiloſophical, to diſtinguiſh 
between Chriſt's ſurety-obedience, , as it is a per- 
fect conformity to the law, and as it is the obe- 
dience of the perſon of Chriſt, God-man ; and up- 
on the ground of this ſubtile theory, to conclude, 
that, in juſtification, it is imputed to us as a con- 
formity to the law, and not as it is the 917 5 
of Immanuel, Ged with us. This is, I confeſs, 
trimming expedient, too ſoaring for the Holy 
Walle. But in oppoſition to ſuch an injudicious 


ten ** 


© #7 


- * * 
o 
4 2 * * 


1 ? 0 


#F” + 
| Sad „ 


s, 
c.£ — ny 
Wc * 


9 ] 


F ' * 8 1 | * | 2 * 4 | . 
= nijcety, it is maintained, that the ſurety · obedience of 
Christ, and the obedience of the perſon God -· man, 


are -phraſes of the very ſame import and ſignifi- 
cation; and therefore it cannot otherwiſe be placed 
to our account in juſtification, than as an obedi- 
ence of infinite value and dignity. It is withal 
very ceftain, that the contrary doctrine mult land. 


its whole diſciples in the following abſurdity, viz. 


that our Lord's ſarety-obedience, in juſtifica- 
tion, is imputed as the obedience of his human 
nature only. This is undeniably the very lan- 
Sage, nature, and reſult of the whole ſcheme: 
or if our Lord's ſurety-obedience is not imputed 
in juſtification in its infinite value and dignity ; 
then it muſt be imputed - only as of finite value, 
and fo as the obedience of our Lord's human na- 
ture only. But how injurious. ſugh a doctrine & 
to the glorious unity of the perſon of our Redeem- 
er, be that runs may read. Does not this author 
know, that the wonderful perſon of our Redeemer ' 
the glorious ſubject in which his human nature 
only ſubſiſts, and that it is not a perſon in Chriſt ; 
and that therefore the obedience of the human na- 
ture of Chriſt, in diſtinction from his perſon, 
is a non. entity? Does he not know, from a cele- 
brated performance, that it is both van pbiloſo- 
phy and vile divinity; and that therefore to 
ſet up for an obedience of finite value, as the 


F.. ground of qur juſtification, is an attgmpt to revive 


the error that was buried in the Treatiſe af men- 
tal images? How, in the nature of things, can 
that doctrine, in the native conſequences of it, 
conſiſt with the glorious unity of the perſon of 
_ Chrilt, which pretends to maintain, that Chrift's 


* paſſive obedience is imputed in juſtification in its in- 


= finite value, and his active obedience only under the 
3 . 95 2 1 capacity 
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[49 ] 
apacity of a finite value; and which wonld diſtinguiſh 


between our Lord's mediatory obedience, as it is the - 


_ obedience of the perſon God-man, and as a ſurety» 


obedience? Nay, it is impollible for it to comport 
with the glorious conſtitution of the perſon of 
Chriſt This teacher therefore mult be told, that 
to conſider our Lord's ſurety -obedience as of finite 
value, or as if it were the obedience of an 
abſtracted nature, however bly, harmleſs, - unde- 
filed, and ſeparate from finners ; and not as the 


obedience of the perſon God- man; is to miſcon- 
ſtruct the unity of the glorious perſon of Chriſt, 
and to ſtrike at the merit and value of his. obedi- 


ence. Such a diſtinction, ſuch a doctrine, would 
far better ſuit the raſte of a Cambuſlang convert; 
or a promoter of the ſcheme of | imaginary ideas, 


relative to our Lord's human nature. Our Lord's 
ſurety-obedicnce, as the obedience of the perſon. 


God man, being therefore imputed to us in juſtifi- 
cation, we have a complete anſwer to all that the 


broken law demands, in order to the juſtification 
of a ſinner. And, moreover, God's judicial deed, - 
in imputing a ſurety righteouſneſs; being always 


according to truth, Chriſt's furety-obedience in its 


infinite value mult be imputed to us. It js impoſ- | 


ſible to underitand the connection and harmony in 
the oppoſite doctrine : it is quite a ſcene of con- 
fuſion and contradiction. How can the paſſive o- 


bedience of Chriſt be imputed in the infinite value, 
and not the active? Is not thjs to divide them in 
their impytat ion; - which is derogatory to the uni- 
ty of our Lord's ſurety righteouſneſs? How can 


it be imputed as the righteouſneſs of God in our 
nature in the paſſive obedience, and not as the 
+. 170200 God in our nature in the active 
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öbeddletice? Can the bey uv of God lay a foun- 
dation for ſeparating and dividing an indiviſible 


robe? Can believers be juſtified by Chriſt's me- 
rits, and not be jointly intereſted in them 
by imputation? How can the infinite value of 
our Lord's active obedience in juſtification be 


_ ſeparated from it, any more than from his paſſive 


obedience, ' when the infinite value is one, and 


indiviſible, and ſo competent to them as but 
one complete ſurety-righteouſneſs? How can be- 


lie vers in juſtification be intereſted in the infinite 
value of Chriſt's ve obedience by imputation, 


and not in the infinite value of the active? Is not 


his ſurety-obedience as expreſsly called the. righ- 
teouſneſs f God, as his blood is called the blood of 
Cad? ls got, therefore, the infinite value as in- 
ſeparable from his obedience as from his blood? 


- How then is it the obedience of the perſon God- 
man that is imputed, if it is not imputed in its in- 


finite value? Has the criminal tranſgreſſor, under 


a a forfeiture of life, no other obedience imputed to 


him, to recover and fix his title to eternal life, 
than a perfect finite obedience? Could a perfect 


finite obedience conſtitute a ſinner righteous in 
la after he had forfeired his title? Could an obedi- 


ence of finite value bring him into a new, a com- 


plete, à more glorious title to life, than ever man 
could have had before? Ir is then a doctrine of a 
moſt dangerous nature and tendency, to deny, that 


our Lord's ſurety-· obedience is imputed to beſie vers 


in their juſtification in its infinite value; as, on 


the contrary, it is a moſt precious goſpel - truth, a 


doctrine worthy of all acceptation, chat "the. 


1 F Gd it unto all, and upon ail 
*that believe; and that every true believer, 
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whether among Jews or Gentiles, is, in juſtißcs — 1 


can make it, that it was requiſite that the Mediator 
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tion, intereſted, by imputation, in all Chriſt's — 
righteouſneſs, in the whole merit of his ſpotleſs ' © 
nature, of his perfect obedience and expiatorx 
death. Leſs than the whole would be unavailable; | 
whereas the whole renders us completely juſtified. ., 

* $5: That the ſcope and ſubſtance of chis argu» 
mentation is well ſupported by our renowned ſtand - 
ards of doctrine, is obvious to a demonſtrations 
For example, can a doctrine of this conſe quence be 
more explicitly taught, than in the Larger Cate- 
chiſm, which is certainly the beſt ſum mary, both 
of doctrinal and practical divinity, now extant in 
the world. See anſwer to queſtion 38. The queſt ion 

is thus ſtated. Why was it requiſite that the Me- 
© diator ſhould be God?“ I he anſwer is thus returned. 
& It. was requiſite that the Mediator ſhuuld be God i 
e that he might ſuſtain and keep the human nature 
from ſinking under the infinite-wrath of God, and _ 
the power of death, give worth and efficacy unt 
© his ſufferings, obedictice, and interceſſion,” So.. 
From this grave anſwer, this ſound ſpeech that. 
cannot be condemned, it is as evident as language 


ſhogld be God, that he might give worth and effi», 
cacy unto his ſurety-obedience, as well as tu his 
ſufferings, But, according to the doctritie of this F 
teacher's Catechiſm, it was not- tequiſite that ts 
Medtator ſhould be God, that he might give worth, | I 
and efficacy unto his obedience : it was only fe- | 
quiſite that he ſhould be God, that he might give 
worth and efficacy unto his ſufferings. Fot exam 
ple, we ate expreſely taught, in his Catechiſm, p»Þ: _ 


169, That “ a finite perſon might have been our. | © 


ſatety.“ abſt racting from an infinite ſatisfaction. 
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Reader, ſee how; this teacher would make depre- 


Aaions upon the Larger Catechiſm; ſee how his 
doctrine would make à ſpange' upon it. But he 
mutt be told, that that doctrine ought to be held 


in great deteſtation, that would deny either more 


ex preſsly, or by neceſſary conſequence, the ne. 


give worth and efficacy unto his ſurery-obedience, 


cellity of the Mediator's being God, in order to diſ- 
charge any branch of his- work of mediation. The 
neceflity of the Mediator's being God, that he might 


is undoubtedly a glorious truth, that ought no 


more to be diſputed, than that he is God; and is 
an invincible argument that his ſurery- obedience i is 


imputed to us in its infinite value. For, 

How it was neceſſary that he ſhould be God, 
that he might give worth and efficacy unto his o- 
bedience, and yet his obedience not be imputed 


in its infinite value, is impoſſible to. underſtand. 

And as to the doctriue of che Mediator's Godhead, 
it is the foundation rock upon which. his church is 
built, and which the gates of bell ſhall never pre- 


wail ' againſt, Matth. xvi. 16. 18. 19. It may be 


Juitly ſerved: concerning this rock, that if the 


batteries of impiety could have brought it down, 


or the underminings of craft could have blown it 
up, we ſhould have loſt it long ago. For almoſt in 
every age, the gates of hell have opened all ways, 
bee out their forces with a prodigious varie- 
ty againſt it: but their ſeveral attacks have been 


ever uhſucceſsful, and ever ſhall; for the church 


continues to ſtand, and the truth continues to reſt 
where Chriſt left ie 4) Ob 0 
Again, that our Lord's ſarety Obedience is im- 


puted to believers, in their Juſtification, in its inſi- 


nite value, is farther ovident * the doctrine bf the 
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Larger Caechifn, in ee Ac 9 
The queſtion ſtated is, Why, was it requiſite bat 
the Mediator ſhould be God and man in ge 
perſon?“ The, anſwer given is, It was re: 
„ quifite that the Mediator, who was to recon- 
“ cile God and man, ſhould himſelf be both God 
Land man, and this in one perſon, that the pro- 
*© per works of each nature might be accepted oſ 
God for us, and relied on by us as the works of 
the whole perſon.” From this ſolid and judi- 
cious anſwer, the two following poſitions are in- 
conteſtably evident. 1. That it was the ſurety- of 
' obedience of the perſon God man, that was accepry 
ed of God for us at the bar of law and juſtice. 1 
2. That it is in the ſame capacity as the obey 
dience of the perſon, that it muſt be relied on bx 
us, What proofs can be more explicit, and more 
cogent, in favour of the foregoing reaſoning ? Is it 
poſſible to evade the native conſequences ariſing 
from the premiſſes as laid by our venerable reformy A 
ers; viz. That as it was the ſurety-obedience of 2 
the perſon God - man, that was given for us to,the” © - 
preceptive part of thg law, and that was. accep =_— 
of God for us at the bar of law and juſtice, and 
that muſt be apprehended and relied ,on : by us for * 
juſtification, then, as the ſurety- obedience of the 4 
perſon, it is imputed, and, of conſequence, in its in- 
ie False, , u jo 11:5, i 
In fine, I might produce ſeveral extracts from - 
ther 'paſſages in our ſubordinate ſtandards, all 
pouring in their concurring evidence, with the 
quotations already offered. See Confeſſion of Faith, 
chap, ii. art. 2, . LThoſe whom. God, cffectqallx 4 
* calleth, he alſo freely juſtifieth, by imputing, the” g 
* obedience and ſutisfaction of Chriſt '-untg ++ 3 
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1 "then: Larger Carcetifm, in in anſwer to queſt. 50, 
bag Juſtification is an act of God's free grace unto 
a ſinners, in which he pardoned all their fins, ac- 
teth and accounterh their perſons righteous 

b in his fight, only for the pertect obedience and 
of Chritt, by God imputed ig 

* them.” Shorter Catechiſm, in anſwer to que- 
ſtion 33 .*. Jaitification is an act of God's free 
0 rol wherein he pardonerh all our fins, and 
18 3 us as rig teous in his fight, only for 
K the righteouſneſs of Chriſt imputed to us, and 
received by taith alone. Is there any the leaſt 


ie in theſe paſſages, that a finite perſon might 


have been our ſurety, abſtracting from an infinite 


ſatisfaction? Is there any the leaſt inſinuation in 
- theſe extracts, that the perfect obedience of Chriſt 
15 . imputed under the eapacity of a perfect finite 


2 and his full ſatisfaction in its infinite va- 
Very far from it; any ſuggeſtions of this ſort 
- would haye been quite 'iicompatible with the -ne- 
— eefficy of the Mediator's being God, that he might 
ve worth and efficacy unto his obedience ; ; and 
'E incongruotis with-the imputation of the per: 
& obedience and complete ſatisfaction of the 
ſon God · man, Immanuel, God witb us; and ſo 
muſt have produced a ſtrange contradictipn in theſe 
ſtandard-ſyttems of orthodox divinity. Reader, 
behold thin the judgment of our venerable reform- 
ers, the declared doctrine of the reforming and 


covenanting church of Scotland, the avowed be- 


- Hef of her moſt eminent divines; and conclude, 
that it is the ſurety· obedience of the perſon God- 


man that is pete 70 en in their rag 
tion. 
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Upon the Whole, 7© ſhines with - convincing 
luſtre and evidence, that this important and in- 
rereſting doctrine is widely miſtaken, grievouſly 
traduced, and grofsly miſrepreſented, when it is 
pretended to have been the ſentiment and dialect of 
the Familiſts, and other diſtracted enthuſiaſts of 


| the. laſt century. Surpriſing ! Was this one of 


the vile and deteſtable errors of theſe blaſphe mous 
heretics, ** That the ſurety-obedience of the per- 


* fon God-man is imputed to. believers in their ju- 


ce ſtification ?” If this is the hereſy of Familiſm, 


it is highly probable, the reformed churches have 
groſsly miſtaken their principles: which for any 


to ſuppoſe, would be inſuffcrable impudence. Bur 
it is notour, that this was, in fact, never an article 


of their monſtrous creed. Theſe wild, blaſphe- 


mous, and heretical enthuſiaſts, upon the doctrine 
of the myſtical nnion, pretended, that the faints 


were made partakers of the nature and eſſence of 


God, made ſharers of Chriſt's eſſential righteouf-. 
nefs, as the Son of God, and ſo were godded with 
God, and chriſted with Chriſt ; and that God 
was manned und humaniſed in the ſaints; See 


Rutherfocd's Survey of the ſpiritual Antichriſt, 
in his diſcoveries of F amiliſm. But it was never 


an article of their diabolical creed, that the ſure· 


ty-righteouſneſs of Chriſt is imputed to be. 
hevers as the righteouſneſs of the perſon God- 


man. Very far from it. It ſhall as ſoon be made 


evident to have been an article of their monſtrous 


faith, “ that it was Tequifit ite the Mediator ſhould - 
© be God, that he might give worth and effi- 
e cacy unto his ſurety- obedience,“ as it ſhall be 
inſtructed to be Familiſm, that the ſame ſurety - 
pee is 1 to belie vers in ĩts inſole. 3 - 
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. and value. If the latter is Familiſm, ſo is 
the former; and what an egregions blunder and 
calumny would this be g. The author of the Diſſer- 
tation, therefore, groſsly ĩimpoſes upon his admirers, 
in retailing this groundleſs charge, this opprobrious 
epithet of Familiſm, upon the foregoing doctrine; a 
and upon the matter, without either truth or ſhame, 
brands our excellent ſtandards of doctrine with 
the hereſy. of Familiſm : but they are in no danger 
of being attainted by a, falſe. verdict, and muſt 
therefore ſucceed in vindication of what has been 
| impugned. I mjght here add, that if it is Fami- 
liſm to teach, © that the ſurety: -obedience of 
& Chritt is imputed to believers in its infinite 
“ value,“ which is denied to be Familiſm point- 
blank, then let the promoter 'of this ungrounded 
amour purge himſelf of his pretended; Familiſm, 
in granting this wholeſome dactrine, that “ the paſ- 
*+ five obedience of Jeſus Chriſt is imputed to be- 
« heyers in its infinite value.“ Indeed he ſhall as 
ſoon, upon good evidence, lead the charge of Fa- 
miliſm againſt the latter, as, againſt the, former, 
But to conclude this ſection, it is truly no won- 
der, that he who has acted the part of the falſe 
mother“, relative to the ſurety-obedience of 
Chriſt, in pretending to maintain, that its infi- 
nite value is divided from it, when it is imputed 
to as in juſtification. I ſay, it is truly no wonder, 
chat he ſhould have his Diſſertation to purge of 
what catries in it the genuine! complexion, the 
black marks of Familiſm, viz. his internal cauſe 
of juſtification, which, according to his own ex- 
: pliehtion of it, is Familiſm i in its utmoſt se 5 
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. The falſe mother ſaid, concerning. the ing child, Drei. 
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Aving thus evinced the credibility and cer - 

| tainty of the doctrine of imputed rightcoul—— . 

nals in its infinite value; and having found it li- C 

able to no ſuch cavilling exception as is ſuggeſted: 2 

by the writer of the Diſſertation; but, on the con- (| 

trary, very capable of a large compaſs of proof, = 
both from the ſacred oracles, and our ſubordinate” 

ſtandards of doctrine ; it now remains to be pro- 
ved, according to the general plan, that the que- 

ries put by him can no way invalidate. the doc- 


trine, 'which is pretended to be impugned by him. 
In order to Evince this, I ſhall now ' undertake ro?” ' 
offer a diſtin reply to what ſome may reckon 
are the molt material queries propoſed by this - 


teacher. In the mean time, the intelligent and + ,* 
unprejudiced reader will cafily - obſerve, that the: 4 
peculiar manner of ſtating his queſtions, is miſer- 
ably tarniſhed with the running plague of egs- 
tiſm, with triumphant and poſitive airs : But as the 
King of Iſrael anſwered and ſaid to the meſſengers 
from Benhadad King of Syria, Tell him, Let nat bim = 
, that girdeth on his harneſs booſt himſelf, as he that * i 
purteth it off, 1 Kings xx. 11. - © 
Query 1. Did, or could the precept of the 
* covenant of works, demand from innocent A- 
dam, or any of his poſterity repreſented by him, 
*© a debt of infinitely valuable obedience ?* 
Anſ. No. The condition of the covenant” of 
works was perfect obedience ; perfect in point of 
parts, degrees, and continuance; perfect to an 
abſtaining from the tree of knowledge of good une 
o | „ 
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> evil, as a teſt of his fdelity, a proof of his ſubjec- 
1 tion to his great creator, and confederate benetactor. 
I cannot but think it would! be new ſtyle, if not 
©, =; | flagrant impropriery, to add the word finite to 


1 — 


= 
As. - 
© 
<>, 


the cavenant of works; as if it ſhould run, The 


e finite abedience ;” tor as the ſubject was but a 
mere creature, who had not as yet committed ini - 
quity, which is an infinite evil; ſo the law, as 
a, the rule of his covenant-obedicnce, could demand 
8 no other obedience from him, ro accompliſh the 


to queſt. 12. Short, Catech. we are told, that 


6 fet obedience.” The dialect is not, ** upon con+ 
dition of perfect finite obedience ;* this would 
have been an improper, at ſeaſt, a ſuperfluous 
addition; the ſubject being but finite, and his ſtate 
. Innocent. But, moreover, it may be proper here 


: What doctrine is it that Jays a foundation for 
= - this new queſtion? It is abſolutely refuſed, that 


* d ſe ſuch a query. Is it becauſe the law, as a bro- 
1 a required the  ſurety-obedience of 
the perſon God man. who was made under the 


foundation for ſuch a queſtion ? or, Is it becauſe 
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„ perfect obedience, in deſcribing the condition of 


condition of the covenant of works was perfect 


ends of that federal tranſaction. Thus, in anſwer. 


hen God had created man, he entered into a co- 
«-yenant of life with him, upan condition of per- 


8 to confront this teacher's query with. a new lift. 


there is any the. leaſt occaſion offered from the 
ſcriptural doctrine, ſtated and defended, to pro- 


law, that this author's opponents muſt be thus in- 
= _terrogate ? How is it poſſible, that this can lay a 


the apoſtle expreſsly affirms, that the ; righteouſneſs: 
of God is unto all, and upon all them that heligue.? 
Rom. iii. 22. Or is it, becauſe he in like man- 
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ner affirms, far be barb made him to be fin for u, 
who. knew no fin; that we might, be made 4he right 
teowjne/s of (od. in him, 2 Cot. V. 244 that - 
ſuch a queſtion muſt be put? Let therefore the * 
following queries, propoſed by this teacher, to th 
5 /clole; ol che paragraph, itand for an anſwer, to the 
fett: perhaps this may ſarisfy him 

Query 2. Did not the ſecond Adam enter into the 

© law. toom and ſtead of his elect, as ttanding where. 

the firſt Adam left them, i, e. as ſubjected to the 

original demand of the preceptj and moteoyer ly- 

ing under the, penalty of the covenant of works!“ 
ant cannot be refuſed to bear the face of 

orthodox y, that the ſecond Adam did entet into 

the law room and; ſtead of his elect, where the firſt 

Adam left them; or, that the, glorious. Mediator, | 

as an undertaking ſurety, entered, upon and tal- = 

filled that fame; law, which. man had brokengand- 4B 

which his elect lay bound under. Bot whagthen?  -. Þ 

Thequettion is, In what, ſtate, and, condition were” 

they left? Why, were they not. left miſerable 

bankrupts, under an inſupportable-burden. of debt, 
under a forfeiture of lite, under the, loſs of the 
mortgaged inheritance ? Our Lord Jeſus, there - 
fore, in ſurrogating and ſubſtituting himſelf in | 
their law place and condition, became ſurety fore 
their criminal debt; and thus, taking on their ob- 
ligation, and transferring. on himſelf their ſtate f 
ſervitude, a foundation was laid for law and juſtice 99 
to exact their criminal debt from him. But to ren- 5 
geri the caſe ſill more exident, as to their. dreadful E 
laſs and miſery by the fall, let it be obſerved, 
tha, by breach of covenant, they were not ont 
ſudhected to, the laſs. of the penal ſanction, bacnůn Qu 
Jikewiſe incurred. a moſt Areagfal forfeiturn en. £8 
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| forfeiture of fife. es while EY was in ho- 
pour,” he had a good title unto the privileges of the 
covenant, to all that protection, friendſhip, and fa- 
Jour, which God had engaged to beſtowz but, a 
| bility - not in honour, he forfeited bis title to his 
Lord's favour, and to piomiſed ſife and privilege, 
Now, it is — % to underſtand what orher 
GS ence to the 6 worker part of the broken co- 
E  _. Wenant could be ual to recover, to reſtore the 
> Forfeited title, to the broken, to the inſolvent 
dektor, to the full reparation of the honbur of la 
"and hwgiver, but a furety-obedience' of an infinite! 
Value In token hereof,” it was requiſite, that the 
Mediator, as an undertaking ſutety, ſhould be] 
God, that be night give worth and efficacy onto 
- «His ſarety obedience. ' Thus, as it was the Son off 
God in our nature that was made under the pre- 
erptixe part of the law, Pfal. xl. 7. Gal. iv. 4. fo + 
& was he alfo, in bur nature, that "was made 2 * 
eurſe for his det, Gal. iii. 13. This being the 
Goarine of the holy oracles, it is impoſſible to ſer | 
How the precept of the faw-covenatit, as broken, 
could require 1 from him than 
| 


the bbedience of the Son of God im bar nature; 
and indeed no other obedience could ſerve the gte 
cions intended. For, however the perfect 
obedience of the firſt Adam could hav, by pat 
{tional merit, procured! and preferved legal ritl 
to life, yet it was that the fame obedi. 
Seeds - precept' could recover it after it was 
"forfeited end mortgaged. It wilt be proper then, 
in cloſing this anſwer, to ferve the teacher with th 
3 Moc che preceding paragraph. H the Jaw; as 
_ *Seokten covenant,” could only require” and admit 1 
"MY — odickepce from the” "op Surety, 
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. would not the, impoſed ein in this caſe; has 
1 | been infinitely impoſſible? Would it not be as ime 
. poſſible for the glorious Mediator to give an obe- 
4. dience of finite value, as it would have been im, 
is poſſible for che firſt Adam, or any of his poſterity, 
o have given a perfect obedience of infinite value? 
or Ls not then the ſuppoſal of any ſuch thing horrid 
o- and impious? And may I not add, Is it not a piece 
je of very blundering divinity, in this teacher, to con- 
it foand the extenſive claims of a broken law, which, 
will were made upon the Son of God in our nature, 
te with the original demand of the. law-precept, / as 
cl ſtanding, the rule and meaſure of the firit Adam's 
Us obedience ? © + | 18 27 1 18 e 5. | ” 
Query 3. If bchevers have the active obedience: 
fl of Chriſt imputed to them in jts infinite value, 
ss it not plain, that they mult neceſſarily be ac: 
counted in law as infinitely comely, infinitely 
2M * worthy, infinitely holy, and infinitely righteous? 
e Anl. It is ſo very far from being plain, that the 
eZinference js abſolutely inconcluſive, the conſequence: 
is a groundleſs fiction. It is in vain for this author to 
colour over the defdrmity of his beloved tener, bx | 
the paint and varniſh of this artful ſhift. That it -2 
can no way invalidate the principle already eſta- 3 
bliſhed, will be quite obvious, if the following par- 7 
ticulars are conſidered. 1, It is not the eſſential 
righteouſneſs of the Son of God, the moral per- 
fections of his nature, which is imputed to belie- 
vers in their juſtification; but his ſurety righteouſ- 
neſa, his perfect obedience, and complete ſatiſ- 
faction to law and jaſtice. 2. In the act of juſti- an: 
fication, the ſurety -obedience of the periqn Code. 
man is not transfuſed into ds, ſo as te S made 
ee and; pe 905%; but: 16 g d, al 
Bol ft; © RO placed / 
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to. our "account, 7000 in la w- eſtimation. 

| J fication of the ſinner being only a relative 
5 Ane a change of tate, not a change of the 
nature, the righteouſneſs of the law is not ful- 

1 filled in us formally, ſobjectively, inhefently, und 
Be”. perſonally, but only imputatively. Thus, it is 
= not in'us as a rightebuſneſs inherent, but upon us 
* as a robe or garment, and ſo can no way meta- 


imputed, as the author's conſeqduence would inſi· 
nuate“ 3. This ſurety- -righteouineſs, which is 

ſty led be righreoufmeſs of God, is expreſsly ſaid to be 

' © gmto'all, and to be upon all them that believe, Rom. 
iii. 22. Moreover, believers are ſaid to be made 
the ri igbteouſneſs of God in him, 2 Cor. v. 21. How 
this teactier's inference. found from theſe ex- 
fro s declarations? | Why, it is, that therefore all 
liexers are Gods; a conſequence rigorouſſy 
ſtrained, from a principle which cannot ſuffer it. 
4. It might be as ſtrongly argued, cereris paribus, 
that, becauſe the guilt of our iniquitjes was judi- 
_ chally imputed to the great Surety, by way of law- 
charge, that therefore he was conſtituted inherent- 


ly a finer; "infinitely guilty, Sc. There would 
be ſomething more wreſted in a ente of 


this Kind than a blandering abfurdity. 2 It might 


yet, with greater ſtrength of argument, be con- 
chuded, that becauſe the human nature 'of Chriſt 
18: bypoſtatically united to his divine nature in his 


glorious perſon, that therefore his two natures are 
no more diſtin, bar blended' and intermingled; 


andi that our Lord's human nature, in%his plorious' 
| perſon, | is rendered omniſeient. ommipreſent. and 


8 n at as rhe Lutherans” affirni, But, to 
2 15 en ig we Tight; it may well be 
iin PETE ſuppoſed, 
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morphoſe the nature of the object, to whom it is 
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fuppoſed; that dur Lord's | nature; in his glo- 

nous perſon, (to ſpeak With freverencc); is as near, 

ir not nearer his divine natufe, by the bypoſtatical' 


union, than his furety-obedjence can be fuppoſed to 


be upon u believer by imputation It is certain that 
there is the moſt incomprehenſible approach af the 
divine nature, in tlie perſon of the Son of God, unto 


his human nature; nay, ſuch is the incomprehenſibſle 


- nearneſs of the two natures in that glorious perſon 
of Chritt,” that, in holy language, attributions are 
made of the properties of one nature to him, whilſt: 

he is ſpoken of under a title which relates to his o- 
ther nature; or; thoſe tiiings are ſpoken of Chriſt, 
as denominated from his divine nature, which are 
only proper to his human nature. See Acts xx; 


28. 2 Cor. ii. 8. And this is What our ſyſtema- 


tic writers call à communicdtion of idioms er proper- 
ties : and yet, after all, it would be the moſt ab- 
ſurd doctrine, to infer that our Lord's human na- 
ture is therefore infinitely worthy, infinitely come- 
ly, and infiditely holy. Nay, it is affirmed; that, 
notwithſtanding of the hypoſtatical, union of the 
two natures in the glorious perſon of Chriſt, his hu- 
man nature is only, and will remain for e yer, perfect · 
ly amiable, perfectly righteous,” and perfectly holy. 


In like manner, it is impoſſible to underſtand, What 


other conſequence can follow from the imputation of 


the ſurery-obedience- of the perſon God man, to be- 


 lievers in their juſtification, hut that they are only 
accounted: in law as perfectly righteous, and perfect- 
ly comely. This teacher may therefore depend upon 


it,/\thar the ſtrahied conſequence in the Auery cam 
only be the native reſult! of his internal canſe of 
jultiGearion g neh, according to him, is Cbriſt's 


E ſheſs within*he- perſon, 2s mol be 
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eee And here it 1 
A F . him with 3 queſtion of bis own, 
bs. Ramp ow 


can the perſons of believers, in their 
Moreover, this queriſt might be 

ated, Wherein doth ghe i imputat ion 
ri raps 2 obedience in its infinite value, 
Which is a doctrine taught and acknowledged by 
him, come. ſhort, as to what. is here charged upon, 
24 IMputation of Chriit's active obedience in its 
Minics value? Will not the author's unfair conſe- 


= oy | 1 and acknowledged by him, relative to the 
pal ve obedience of Chriſt? If Chrilt's full and 
complete ſatisfaction be imputed to us in its infinite 
value, Which we: 4 45 to den; may it not 
With equal ſtrength 
are infinite ſavioars, . infinite redeemers, infinite 


6:4 joſtification and ſalvation? It is really aſto · 

to, fee this teacher, page 14. denying, 
3 225 . his might, that the imputation of Chriſt's 
1 — es! in its iofinize value conſtitutes 


might, that the imputation of Chriit's active obe- 
diencu, in its infinite value, conſtitutes us infinicely 
3 in law. But perhaps, as à celebrated 
authot ſaggeſts. jargon and inconſiſtenęy may not 
be without their propriety in this place ; as they 
tend oo; ſhow. the, genius of that doctrine, that 


5 . dofnae, of.impurcd righreouſnel., on C55. 6 le 
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A de admit of ſuch infinite exaltation 


militate as ſtrongly againſt what is thus 


inferred from this, that we 


ranſomegs, and that we are inſinite meriters of our, 


= areas righteous-ig law; but only legally in - 
nmnacent z and yet frequently atfirming, with all hig 


-* © would; copnect ſuch; eee. ideas;; in the 
,* Query 44 If Cbriqſurety · obedience ta the pre -- 
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2 its infigite value, 4 — lau- 
* reckoning, as righteous as Chriſt ? Is not thin, 
N "niſoys the teacher, to ſet the belie ver oi level 
* with Chriſt himſelt? What more wicked and in- 
80 Jarioue toi the adored Immanuel? g.. 
 Anſ, Thiß is the very: conſcquenve which- js 
wencgsd by the patrons of the Papa] bieratehy a- 
-gainſt the aimputerion of -Chrilt's ſurety+righteoul- 
neſs altogether; a conſequence alſo very much im- 
proved by the Neonomiays againſt the fame ortho- 
dox doctrine, and alſo by zhe Arminians, partica - 
| wy by John Goodwin, in his ſcandalous treatiſe . 

n juſtification. This being matter of fact, o 
— can redound to this queriſt, in managing 
ſuch a weapon, conſideringthe armoury to hich it 
delongs- What then can he intend by digging up 

this ſtale artiſice, which has been exploded as a mere 
fraud in all ages? Can he expect to carry the caole 
of his new goſpel by chis craft? No, . For, 14. 

It will readily be granted, that believers; in las- 

reckoning, are not as righteous as Chriſt :quagd W- 

aum. he ſurety, and the principal debtor; a 
not one phyſically, but legally and juridically,. Tube 

deſieving receiver of the ſurety- righteouſneſs.is not. 
in law-reckoning, the author and finiſher of it. not- 
his own faviour and redeemer, not ſubjecti ge 
righteous li like Chrilt, or in point of inheſſon. : 
odjectively righteous, or in point of imputation. 

Thus, in law verdict and eſtimation, our Lord Je- 
ſas is righteous, as the Son of God in our nature, 
* _Tighteous as a ſarety- reprefentative, as the arions 5 
bead of the myſtical body, as the one only diator  * 
betwixt God and man, as the Saviour and Redeem- 
"if pf. 5 cet world: whepefore beſieyers are not, 
Rae ip this a FROM.) for 2 75 
: _ laws: 
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1 OW belts always actording dn: Ty h 
can newer confound the belie ving receiver of the 
ſursty- righteouſneſs , With the author and finiſher 
of it, > That; then, : believers are! asirighteous as 
Chriſt. quoad modum, in aipoſition that muſt be re- 
Jjectedi yd a. Will this teacher; refuſe; that be- 
+, — in law · reckoning, are as righte pus as Chriſt 
Et ad veritatem? If this is his ſentiment, I muſt diſ- 
ſient from it; upon the following , conſiderations. 
1. Iv counteracts the expreſs teſtimony of Heaven, 
w -whichjis ſufficient. to overthrow it, 1. John ili. 7. 
He that doth righteouſneſs, is rightedus, even as, be ts , 
 «rightzoas.” 2. If ſeſus Chriſt and believers, the 
_ ©) »cautioner and prinoipal debtor, are one in law- 
_"=# eren ; then there can be no ſeparating of 
wo Ain law, in point of life and death. Hence 
| — our Lord, John xiv- 19, Becauſe. I live, ye 
dal live 4% . The. law-covenaiit-can have no ae 
tton, no ſuit, againſt a jultified pexſon, any more 
than it can have againſt his gloribus head; it can 
lay him no more under an arreſt, than it can his 
ſurety repreſentative, » »who has got up his diſcharge, 
_— Rom. viii. 33. 34. 3. K* is, enen neither 
„ lin he. ei eb "Faciliſco 
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. „Tbüs be bee debtor, in che eye of the 175. may be 
-_ . faid to be as nghteous as the ſurety. withput rejudice to the 
dignity, bonour, and, pre-ettiinence of the f For to be as 
'Tighteons as Chriſt, in lac verdict and eltimatlon. relpeAeth 
* the'wathiex ; for the ſurety and the debtor are not phyſical- 
Iyx ones dus hie truth and reality of our being righteous. ; Ant 
if it waz nowiſe injurious to the glorious Kare that he, and 
ms principal.debtor, became legally one i how cat it be injuti- 
cab to him, that the principal debtor become legall r 
wich him Hince, ab i well obſerved by worthy: Mr . 
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Familiſm nor Antinomianiſm. to affirm, that belie : 
yers are legally rightesus in the Gght of God, Wu 
the lelf· ſame active and paſſivs obedience; where» 
with Jeſus Chriſt was righteous. This doctrine 
| ſhines every where in the facred oracles, with a+ 
bundance of evidence. The Neconomians, there» : 
fore, in branding it as a doctrine of Antinomianiſm 
arc guilty of impeaching a molt precious tru t, 
with a molt jnjurious calumny. Why, is not the ; 
myſtical union between Chriſt and believers, legale 
ly ſuſtained at the bar of law and juſtice, in ſo far + 
as, that, upon this union, what Chritt did ane — 
ſuffered for them, is reckoned in law, as if they _ 3 
had ſuffered and done it"themſelves ? Are not Chritt © 08 
and believers legally one, in point of intereſt, by. - * 
the myſtical union? In as much. as be becomes ong” +3 
myſtical perſon with them, in hing himſelf their x 
federal repreſentative at the bar of la anduitice, M 
and having the guilt of all their fins. impazech 1 In. 
him: ſo, on the other hand, all that be did ng 


8 | : $ + uh TIOT IN f | 2 het. . 
and the ſame perſon, and one and the Game legal party, and tx 2 


the ſame object of juſtice ; whoto in Jaw purſueth the ſurety, _ 
„ doth allo purſue tae debior. The debt and ſum is one, not 
„ two debts, not two ranſoms, not two puniſhments, not two 
© lives to Joſe, but one. It is one and the fame ſolution and -. 
* fatisfaCtion ; there cannot, in law-juilice, come another rec» VG 
* koning, dying, and payment-aſking, after the ſurety bath 
paid. There is One and the ſame acceptation, upon the | 
* cxrgditor's part; if he accept of ſausfaction in the payment = 
„made by the ſurety, he cannot but” legally accept of the - 3 
« debtor, and cannot purſue him in law, but muſf look vpor 1 
* him as no debtor, It is one aud the ſame legal effect. Chrit 
juſliſed in the ſpirit, and we in bim, às in the meritoriouoas 
: * eaule, ace legally juſtified.” Hence it is evident, that. aꝶ the che ¶ 
of the priocipal debtor becometh the debt of the ſutety, nac 
affeQeth him ; {© alſo the ſatisfaction and pay ment of the ſures — 2 
ty, und his diſcharge and relief, becometh the 1acizfaftion; pr.. 
„„ 208 vellef of "the principal ron 4508. \- 5 ney 
4 2.27? 5 N. * 2 19 Ip. +59 W 32 ſufferec > 
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© 3 
hee in his obedience to the death, is | kipared 
td them. The guilt of their trangreſſions was im- 
puted to him, as if be had been perſonally obno- 
Xious z and what he did in their law room and 
ſtead, is placed to their ſcore, as if done by them; 
3 thus having, in law - reckoning, as really obeyed in 
+ Chriſt, as they diſobeyed in Adam, the righ- 
3 teouſneſs of the law is ſaid to be fu led in them, 
g Rom. viii. 5. fulfilled in them: how ? why, im- 
putatively, or in point of legal eſtimation. Ir is 
therefore a doctrine that may be admitted as genu- 


. 


- . 
- * 


ine, that bchevers, quoad veritatem, are as righteous 
s Chriſt in law-reckoning, though not quoad no- 
deu: and what other conſequence can follow from 

= the imputation of our Lord's ſurety- obedience to 
7. behevers in its infinite value? This, then, is a 


be doctrine neither wicked, nor injurious to the ad- 
bored Immanuel; a doctrine which makes no in- 
- _ croachment upon the pre · eminence and prerogative 
of the glorious head, nor carries in it any the leaſt 
prejudice to any of his precious truths, but is a part 
* and fully conſonant to the whole ſyſtem. 
* 5..** Doth not the broken law of the 
_ « Mol bigh God lay the foundation of the diſtinc- 
E « tion I have made, as to the proportion of value 
*© in which the active and paſſive obedience of 
40 Chriſt is imputed ?7 = 

An. lt is utterly refuſed, that the broken hw. 
of the molt high God lays any che Jeaſt founda- 
y tion for ſuch a diſtinction. The law-covenant, 
in its extent, rigour, and perfection, is holy; he 
_ commandment is boly, juſt, and good ; and there- 
Tre can Jay no foundation for meaſuring” an indi- 
3 wa > vifible.robe, by the rules of proportion. Can 
i . * fuch cutting and carving in an one and uniform 
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Be Nel He Ss 
give ſuch a bold and ſhocking doQtrine its 


deſignation. Where would be the uniſormity of 
the demands of a broken covenant upon the great 


. ſurety, if a complete ſatisfaction of an infinite 


value had been exacted from him, and only a. per · 
fect obedience of finite value? Where! is the con- 
nection of the law's extenſive claims upon our 
ſurety repreſentative, according to this diſtinc- 
tion? Can the holy Jaw of God lay a foundation 


for overthrowing the uniformity of its demands? 


Was not the Son of God in our nature as really 
made under the preceptive part of the law, Gal. iv. 
«he. 5 he in our nature was made a curſe, Gal. iii. 


13. ?.1f once the ſovereign plan and ' purpoſe of 


redeeming bankrupt ſinners is granted, mult it 


not follow, with the evidence of a demonſtration, 


that the law covenant as really demanded an o- 
bedience of infinite value for that end, as a com- 


plete ſatisfaction of an infinite value? and were 
not both gi ven to the broken law as one uniform, 


complete ſurety-righteouſneſs ? Was not the one 


as requiſite for the ſalvation of God's elect as the 


other? How could we be made the „ 
of God in him? How could we be enſtated in 
juſtification of life? How could we reign, in life 


| by one, Jeſus Chriſt ? How could we be ſuſtained |, 


in law as righteous perſons, having a title to all 
the benefits and privileges of the ſans of God; 
How could we have any pleadable ground or foun- 


dation in law for claiming the reward, without 


the one as well as the other? Thus comlideting 
what rights and privileges belong to believers 


As juſtified perſons, what juſt claims and titles 7 


they have; and conſequently, what»they-preſent- 


| y * 5 what 1 have nen 3 | 


0 ] 
er they bold alb thit 5 the tenute and footing 
o a perfect a of of finite value? No, no; it 
* bpb abſolutely" impollible. Why, but chis 
modes and humble inquirer makes no bones of 
inſiapating, that all this is, in effect, a heightening 
tha demands of the preceptive part of the law-cove- 
E . © nant; and that he may itun the incautious reader, 
puts the following queſtions in this ſhape, * How 
can J. or any creature alter the different propor- 
tion of theſe demands, by heightening the one, 
* and lowering the other? How can theſe ever- 
E-,  * laſting mountains be overturned by me? Dare 
E —- « [incline to attempt it? Can I change the extent 
1 22 Chriſt's ſurety-engagements, and bound them 
by other limits, than that of the elect's debt? 
Can cauſe his righteouſneſs to be imputed un- 
der any other form or view, than as it is a 
t ſorety- righteouſneſs? 
Readers theſe are a liſt of unparallelled queries, 
13 F en ſearce to be equalled by the moſt pre- 
fſuomptucous interrogations of the ſaucieſt pontiff 
cat ever occupied the chair at Rome. And there - 
forte he muſt be told, that he us ittempted to 
1 - . overturn a truth infinitely mbre precious than 
eicher the everlaſting mountains, or the perpetual bills, | 
vb. the imputation of the ſurety-obedience of the 
perſon God man to believers in their Juſtification z 
==. ad has attempted to ſubſtitute an obedience of 
| finite value in its room. Can the extent of our 
blefſed} Lord's ſuretyſhip-engagements be more 
' wofully miſconſtructed? when it js pretended, |. 
wich an air of aſſurance, that the precept of the 
IP broken law required only ſuch an obedience from 
hit as was ithpoſſible-for him to give, v1 a per- 
| i * of * fasst and that a finite 
E. 1 8 3 + N 


* 
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1 J 1 
perſon might have been our ſurety, brag 
an infinite ſatisfaction; and, of conſequence, that 
. it was not requiſite that he ſhould be God, that he 
might give worth and efficacy unto his obedience: 
This is indeed an attempt to-overturn -« Coinpend 
of valuable truths, infinitely, more ſtable rhan 
mountains of braſs, - It is in vain for hin to father 


his doctrine of proportion, either more or leſs, up- 
on the precept and penal ſanction of a broken o- 


venant, and to form theſe holy demands into 2 
covert, to maſk his antiſcriptura] diſtinctions. It 
is impoſlible theſe can ſerve him for a retreat, in 
making ſuch wild excurſions ; and therefore- it was 
juſt and proper for him to ſay, in the queſtion, 


the diſtinction I have made. And .fince' he claims 


the honour of making it, he is extremely welcome 
to be held and reputed its origina} author 3 for 
ought I know, he is the very firſt that ever invented 


"ſuch a diſtinction. It will certainly be extremely _ 


| hard fer Him to find a diſtinction of this very 


N likeneſs in the writings'of any orthodox 
divine, or in any eccleſiaſtical hiftory. © There is 


no doubt but he may cull ont particular ſentences 


from the- writings ot the orthodox, and pervert, 
ſtrain, and wiredraw them to ſerve his turn; but, 


| believe he max be defied to find any orthodox 

divine that was of bis mind in fo many words; 
| viz. "That our Lord's ſurety obedience is not im- 
puted to believers in its infinite value. There have 


divines, of no ſmall figure in the Cbrittian 
church, who denied the imputation of Chriſt's 


. aye "obedience. altogether; bur I queſtion"if 
there was ever any that acknowledged the? 


tation of Chriſt's active obedience, and, yer denied 


. thay: 5 was N as the Wing of the perſon 
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x Sold man, but imputed only as an obedience of 
- — finite value. | 
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e dience of Chriſt is not imputed in its infinite 
=, value? 88 . . 


Auf. So great was the abſurdity of teaching ſuch 


a doctrine, that words are wanting to exprels it: 
but if this teacher is wanting a zeſſera, a ſketch of 


its glaring abſurdity, he will be pleaſed to receive, 


among others, the following wild grapes produced 
by it ; for, according to the words of truth, a 


free is known by its fruits. Let it be conſidered, - 


then, that the doctrine which denies that the ſurety- 
obedience of Chriſt is imputed to believers in its 
infinite value, evidently bears, that it is not the 
obedience of the perſon God-man, that is imputed 
1n-- Juſtification, but an obedience of finite value, 


Which is not, nor cannot be the ſurety-obedience of 


Chriſt. Again, the doctrine taught, has led the 
teacher, to confound the demands of a broken 
covenant, from which Chriſt's ſurety righteouſneſs 


was ſtated, with the demarids of the law - covenant 
as ſtanding, the rule and meaſure of the firſt Adam's 


obedience. Again, the doctrine taught, has led 


the teacher, upon the matter, to maintain, that it 
was not requiſite the Mediator ſhould be God, 


that he wight give worth and efficacy unto his obe- 


dience; for, according to his catechetical doctrine, 


quoted again and again, a finite perſon might have 


been our ſurety, abſtracting from an infinite ſariſ- 
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faction. Again, it bas, jn effect, plunged him 
into this abſurdity, that ghe proper works of each 
nature in our Redeemer's perſon could not be ac - 


cepred of God for us, and fo cannot be g 
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"$4 . What was the abſurdity of my. 
Vea teaching in my catechiſm, that the active obe- 
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by us, as the works of the whole perſon; for, e. 


cording' to him, our Lord's ſurety-· obediĩence in 
juſtification, is only imputed to us in a finite va- 
lue ; which evidently bears, that it was only ac- 
cepred of God for us, as the obedience of the human 
nature of Chriſt, (not as the obedience of his per- 
ſon), and fo muſt only be relied on by us as ſuch. 
Farther, the doctrine daught has led the teacher 
to attempt to divide the infinite value of our 
Lord's ſurety-rightcouſneſs between it, as the me- 
ritorious, and the material cauſe of our juſtifica- 
tion; and to deny, that Chriſt's ſurety-righteouſ- 
' neſs is imputed as the meritorious cauſe of our 
juſtification; and to maintain, that Chriſt's ſurety- 
righteouſneſs, as the material cauſe, is an internal 
cauſe of jultification; and to diftinguiſh between 
our Lord's ſurety righteouſneſs, as it is the Tigh- 


teouſneſs of God in obr nature, and 'as a ſurety- 


_ righteouſneſs 3 and to affirm, that though the 
righteouſneſs of Chriſt poſſeſs an infinite value, as 
fulfilled by him, yet the law, as a broken cove- 
nant, is only concerned with it, as a perfect finite 


obedicnce to its precept, and complete ſatisfaction 


to its penalty; and that though believers are in- 
tereſted in the infinite value of our Lord's ſurety- 
obedience, yet it is not imputed to them in its 
infinite value. Moreover, the doctrine taught has 

led him to father his different proportions of value 
in Chriſt's ſurety -righreouſneſs upon the holy law 
of God, and to make it a ſubterfuge for all his an- 
tiphiloſophical and- antiſcriptural diſt inctions; and 
to load the imputation of Chriſt's furery-obedience 
in its infinite value, with the opprobrious epithet 


of Antinomian and Familiſtic bla/phemy ; and to im- 


pteſs a number of eminent writers into his ſervice, 
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* : by proſs and palpable miſrepreſentation; and to 
_ pervert the faith of ſome, relative to the doctrine 
ef juſtification, in cauſing them to believe, that 


they have no pleadable ground or foundation in law, 


for claĩming all the rights, privileges, and immuni- 


ties belonging to juſtified perſons, but a perfect 
abedience of finite value; and that this is ſuſtained 


in law, as the ground of an adjudicatic of eternal 
lite to them. Finally, it has led him to eſteem 
it his happineſs, that he maintains an egregious fal- 


lacy. Thus 1 have preſented to him a parcel of 
the. poiſonous fruit which has ſprung from the 
ſtem of his denying, that our Lord's ſurety- 
obedience is imputed to belicvers in its infinite 
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Wust a' world of new-=cained dilindiovs moſt be obtruded 
upon mankind, to ſupport the tottaring fabric of a darling te- 


net] Some writers are never in their elemeyt, but when they 


are over head and ears in the depths of myſtic theology. The 
Judaizing teachers in the apoſtolic . æra were men of this kid- 
ney :- they were great ad mirers of caballiſtical learning and tra- 
ditions ;. and lighting the plain ſenſe of the ſacred writings, 
they contrived myſtical and allegorical ſenſes, even in the moſt 


plain paſſages of ſcripture : and pretended to find mytterics in 
. words nr”, eden and thus they dealt in vain zangling, pn- 


derſtanding neither what they ſaid, nor. whereof they affirmed. 


| Of this fort alſo were oy infaſions of the Gnoſtics, 
n 


which gave ſo much 


1 rbance to ſome of the primitive 
chatehes.' And was not this-the d crime imputed by the 


5 orthodox fathers to Origen, that, deſpifing the ſimplicity of the 


ſeriptares, and Chriſtian theology, be affected new terms 


and modes If "interpreting ſcripture? Add to all theſe, the 
ſcholaſtie divines who flouriſhed about the middle of the thir- 
tcenth cenmry, aud deait much inthe plunge of myſticiſm in their 


ſcience of theolopy falſely ſo called. An eminent divioe defcribes 


_ © their GharaRter in this” manner. Theſe ſchogl-divines, in- 

„ fei of coming to the ſtudy of holy things, with an holy 

-,- 4 hamble frape 
bs 2 * 


of heart, praying and waiting for divioe illu- 
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wery 7. How LY — G of the imputz - 
« tion of Chriſt's active obedience, as to the in- 
finite value thereof, in the leaſt impair the con- 
ſolation, or ſtop the boaſting of believers ?“ 
Anſ. As it is ground of ſtrohg and everlaſtin 
conſolation to all believers, that the glorious and 
. bleſſed Redeemer has, in the name and behalf. of 
his choſen, fulfilled the law-covenant, anſwered all 
its extenſive claims, and ſatisfied the whole 
demands that juſtice had ro- make upon them, 
and at.the ſame time, and in the ſame capacity, 
purchaſed and procured all the rights, titles, pri- 
vileges and immunities, belonging to juſtified per- 
ſons; ſo nothing can be more effectual to reſtrain 
and damp their ſpiritual joy, than to deny the 
imputation of the 88 of Chriſt in its 
infinite value; which recovered their title to eter- 
nal life, with all that belongs to it, and whatever 
Adam by his tranſgreſſion forfeited ; nay, and, 
moreover, which reſtored it with an overplus of 
the higheſt honour, advantage, and delight, John 
x. 10. Can any thing be more conducive to ſtem 


„tions, ſolutions, and r windi 
* tine wit: and thus accoutred, they ſet boldly upon diviae re- 
« velation, framed the goſpel to their own imaginations, by 
+ drefling it up in the fooliſh attire of their metaphyſical ſub- 
, * tilties and terms of art, or rather their profane and vain 
I bablings, thereby wholly corrogniog and debaſing it, 
* drawing off the minds of men from the date the 
233 i iy Jeſus Chriſl. 
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the. tide of their conſolation, and to vail their ſpi- 
ritual joy, than to tell them, that be ſurety-obegi- 
tee ef the perſon God man, which was Juſtained 
cepted at the bar of law and ; juſtice, is 
nat imputed to them as ſuch ; and that they ba ve 
nothing to faund their title to eternal life, but 
an obedience of finite value, which is imputed 10 
them in their juſtification? The queriſt here might 
be aſked, ** Would it not impair the conſolation, 
and ſtop the boaſting of believers, if the impu- 
tation of Chriſt's paſſive obedience in its infinite 
te value was denied?“ If this is granted, muſt 
not a denial of the imputation of Chriſt's active o- 
bedience in its infinite value, have the very ſame 
influence? Where is that ſoaring genius, that can 
ſee the conſequence to hold as to the farmer, but 
not as to the latter? It is indeed an antidote of 
ſingular novelty, tendered by this teacher to be- 
levers, after he has attempted to deprive them of 
any intereſt, by imputation, in the infinite value 
of Chriſt's ſurety- obedience, to tell them, that, by 
their union ta Chriſt, they are intereſted in the 
full and infinite value of his whole righteouſneſs, 
as abiding in his perſon. But he ſhould remember, 
that, according to his doctrine, it was not requi- 
ſite that the Mediator ſhould be God, that he might 
give. worth and efficacy unto his obedience: and 
therefore. to tell believers, that they are intereſted 


in the infinite worth. and value of an obedience 


that was not neceſfary, is a moſt glaring abfurdity. 
Haw. can this be ground of gloriation to any per- 
fon? But farther, the believer's intereſt, by his u- 


nion to Chriſt, in God's infinite perfections, in all 


his fulneſs. in Chriſt's unſearchable riches, how- 
ever it afford ſtrong conſolation, yet it is not his 
+ NE hs EXE N 
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1. 27. 5 
intereſt in all this that Tay Ad the wat fr 


accuſations, but his intereſt, by pk im a 
ſurety righteouſneſs of infinite vn Jue, which 5 


tains a complete anſwer to the precep t and 7 | 
de- 


of the law of works. Now, it is here t 
predations are made upon the believer's intereſt, 


which cannot miſs to cloud his holy boaſting and 


gloriation. * Bur, finally, this teacher proceeds itt 
a moſt ſurpriſing manner, and, after à coutſe of 
haranging query, about the grounds of the con- 
ſolation of believers, poſes them thus, p. 16. 


Shall they notwithſtanding be grieved, that I Will 


e not allow them to be by impuration conffitute 
as righteous in law, as the infinite and glorious 
© Immanuel? ls not this, on the matter, to be grie- 
« ved, that they cannot become infinite perſons ?” 
What more blaiphemons ? 1 confeſs, I can in fs no- 
thing, either of the philoſopher, or the Uivine, 
in theſe mighty ſallies; and beſides the flagrant 


impropriety of the dogmatiſm, it is ſome what like 


the  crambe repetita, and recurs, and recurs, and re. 
curs, till it is really tireſome. e 


Query 8. „ Have not I, in this point, wilkbd 


in the good old way?“ 91.0 


Anſ. That it is an old way that you are walking | 


in, cannot be doubted ; for it is full of ftones, 
ſtumbling · blocks, chorns, and briers : but hk 


it is the good old way you have trod, is flarly de- 
nied; for there are no traces of that to be Teen * 


in the ſtrange paths of your new goſpel, no more 
than there are veſtiges remaining of be way' sf an 
eagle in "the air, of "the way of 4 ſerpent unn u 
"rock, of - the way of a ſhip in ib midjt of the ſea: 


Tf there is any "bing of antiquity jn_the dbarine 1 
you are maintaining. it ran only be che ſtench of it; 
„ 5 1. „ hee N 
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5 Uke thoſe feeble $a, which have ven brought 
from afar, by the advocates for the Prelatic ſyſtem. 


3 2 it is proper to inform you, that as you are 
wy ted aut of the way, you have cauſed many to 
1 in ſtbeir ways from the ancient paths, to 
DE . in paths, in a way not caſt up, Jer. xviii. 15. 


| Be > It is therefore high time for you to deſiſt in your 
3 courſe; and make ſtraig bi s for your feet, leſt 
"7 that which is lame be Ak. ſh, 


F the Way, but let it 
rather be bealed, Heb. 1 . 9 

9. „Do not muffftades, nay all the or- 

. v thodox proteſtant divines, as they have occaſion, 

cCeooncur with, and ſupport my ſentiments on this 


1 0 head? 

. This is your laſt effort Mic | it muſt prove 
as unſucceſsful as to; the gaining of your point, as 
your former attempts have been. Your famous doc- 
trine of certain, proportions in an undi vided furety- 
\ righteouſneſs is what, I am ſure, po orthodox divine 
ever maintained. It has indeed been cuſtomary for 

tte adverſaries of truth, (Profeſſor Simſon him- 

ſelf not excepted), in purſuit of their cauſe, to 

g 0 ſearching into books, bringing out paſſages 

5 directly oppoſite to the deſign of the authors. The 

NY by” z e of this practice is too groſs for any 

| $ advocates of a corrupted cauſe to admit of. 

1 

1 

5 to impieſs Dr Owen and ſome of the ancient fa- 

thers, t help him to ſupport his infamous and ſcan- 
dalous banner ; as may be ſeen in his anſwers to 

x duct, from an eminent writer againſt the Arians; 
1 Fa A 5 finding, that Dr Owen and Dr Manton were 

_—_ introduced 


The Profeſſor mentioned, when he found himſelf 
ittoßgt beſieged, attempted, for his own defence, 
4 . Mr Webſter's libel. I beg leave here to ſubjoin a 
very appoſite illuſtration of this unaccountable con- 
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W ©.) £55 hk 
introduced as friends to ſome of the 


that diſgraceful cauſe, delivers himſelf thus. = 


* It is uſing mankind very ill, to put ſuch thing 
upon us. It may be all one to me, what ſuch a 
doctor ſaith about the divinity of Chriſt: his 
opinion is neither the argument, nor the hindert - 
* ance of my faith: but however, let me not be 
*« impoſed on in matter of fact: let us not have de- 
ceitful reports; no lie is: of the truth. If the 
* doctrine I am contending for be right, it will be 
« ſo without fathers or doctors ; but why ſhould 
I make a falſe muſter, both to wrong the dead 


« and abuſe the living? It js unfair to give out men Br 14 


&« as advocates for a notion, when we ourſelves 

know they were enemies to it; it is a repthach 
upon their names, and God will ariſe to make 
e inquiſition for ſcandal as well as for blood. It is 
* uſing them like the two witneſſes, whoſe dead 
* bodies will be expoſed by a barbarous wont; 
that js a great inhumanity ; bur, methinksXic 
* js a viler inſult upon their memories, to make 
them ſay what they never thought of. Certainly 


« thoſe writers. do not remember, that the - ſaints 


** ſhall judge the world. who take a liberty to 
« abuſe them by whole generations, as if it was 
not enough to bring a lying accuſation againſt 
* the living. unleſs they did it alſo againſt the qead. 
« But as theſe great men died in the Lord, and reit 
&« from their labours ;. ſo their works ſhall follow 
6 them, not to reproach them, but to praiſe them 
* in the gates.” Reader, if you are unprejudiced, - 
I ſhall make no apology for tranſcribing this ex- 
ec lent paſſage. I preſume it will be acceptable. 
But to proceed; The author of the Diſſertation 
; having ſtrained a * of nn from 
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3 the orthiniox LY l is oppoſed by im, 

. falls now to the work of petverting the principles 

of orthodox divines, upon the doctrine of Jollif. 
cation; and chat, as is above obſerved, either by miſ- 

conftrufting,or concealing, or ſtretching out with vi- 

= _olence, ſome expreſſions uſed by them. Fora ſpeci- 

= 'menandketchof this unfair and unchriſtian conduct, 

/ Ir will be proper to examine his quotations from a 
- few; though, in the mean time, we may obſerve, 
4X with Mr Wilſon, in his preface to the Defence, 
p. 9. That though quotations from great and 
IZ + learned men may be of very conſiderable uſe to 

= © illuſtrate and clear an argument, yet if the ar- 
- - * pument, eſpecially when it is upon a religious 

ſubject, leans only to the authority of men, the 

e ſimple and credulons may be either amuſed or 

3 * 0 impoſed upon ; but it can never be convincing 

| + and fatisfying to ſuch” as with knowledge and 
judgment ſearch after the truth; beſides, when 
in a diſpute, the authority of - great and learned 

* men is thrown up, we are led to inquire into 

the ſenſe and meaning of theſe great writers; 

* and it is only a ficke ſpending of time, to iy · 

be ſiſt in debates about the ſenſe and meaning of 

3 *the words of great and learned men.“ [I may 

_— add, in the words of this eminent writer ]; 1 
133 would have willingly avoided any thing of this 

_ 55.8 U bat our author has obliged me unto it, 

or phly that I may do +uſtice unto the great 

1 « ſhore whom I judge our author has injured, 

bot eſpecially that I may do juſtice to the cauſe 

3 « againtt Which he has employed his pen.” 
5 The quotations from Mr Boſton's: View of ut 

+. eavenant- / grace; (in the Diſſertation) are ex 

© N bee mange, lame, and e and ate, 

1 RR 8 moreover, g 
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moreover, interlined. It is true, irideed, the inter- 


linings are inſerted in a parentheſis: bur, then they 
are printed in the ſame character with Mr Boſton's 
words; and no advertiſement is given, that: they 
are ſupplements; ; whereby the ſimple and credulous 
cannot miſs to be impoſed on, as if they were all 
Mr Boſton's words. For example, according to 
the extracts, in the Diſſertation, from the ad edi - 
tion of the View of the Covenant, Mr Boſton ſays, 
p. 34. 57. © Chritt fitted himſelf ſurety for their 
* (which) was ſtated from the broken cove- 
« nant of works in the whole (not a greater) la- 
4 titude of the demands it had on them, (which) 
« was infinite puniſhment and perfect (not infinite) * 
« obedience. Chritt obliged himſelf to clear it, 
(the debt of obedience), by fulfilling what che 
„% law could demand of them in this kind.“ Now, 
reader, compare this quotation with the pages re». 
ferred to, and you will aſſurędly find, that, befides. 
the contracting of Mr Boſton's ſentiments, the 
words, xot @ greater, not infinite, are additions made 
by this teacher. The quotations from p. 83. 
86, are all- very_ contracted, and do very much- 
ſolly the beauty of Mr Boſton's: doctrine. In his 
quotation from p. go. the woos, 10 d greater, ars 


a ſupplement of his own. 185 


In p. (41. 142. of the enceldant. book afore-. 
mentioned, we are told, that Mr Boſton maintains, 
that preciſely, on account of this ſarety- righteouſ-". 

neſs imputed to a believer hs, is, in juſtification, 


accepted as rightegus. The genuine paſſage runs | 


thus. Upon theſe grounds, the holineſs of Chriſt's. 
nature, the dase of his lie. and the a 
tisfaction made. by bis e einer ngs, be 


«5 ing the e parts Etat righteouſneſs, : 
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82 
ic are, lie to £8 . to the believer, 
. « of legally reckoned his; and; upon the account 
thereof preciſely, he is accepted of God as righ- 
9 « teoùs, (it follows), being made the righteouſneſs 
| «of God in bim, 2 Cor. *. 21. the nigbteouſneſs of 
Gad being upon all that believe, Rom. iii. 22,” 
Now, reader, if you will but give yourſelf the 
-fmall trouble of ſubtracting the additions made b 
this teacher to Mr Boſton's doctrine, and of read: 
ing the ſentences which he has concealed, you will 
readily find, that there is not-the ſmalleſt inconfilt- 
ency, bur che ſtrongſt harmony between Mr Bq- 
ſton's View of 'the Covenant of Grace, and the doc- 
trine that has been defended. If the author of the 
Diſſertation could inſtruct, from Mr Boſton, that 
rhe precept of the broken covenant, in order to 
mans recovery, only required a holy human nature 
and a righteous life, without union to the perſon of 
__Chriſt, or that a finite perſon might have been our 
ſurety, abſtrating from an infinite ſatisfaction, he 
would infallibly gain ground from a divine of very 
diſtinguiſhed ability; but this he ſhall never accom- 
pPliſh; and if he proves not this, he proves nothing 
trom that eminent ſervant of Chriſt. Before con- 
cluding this paragraph, I might appeal to the in- 
relligent and obſerving world, it he has not dealt, 
855 5 anner, with Mr Bofton' s View of the Co- 
. Grace, as the rigid favourites of an anti- 
4 ferp tural ſyſtem wreſt the Holy Bible. They 
ay = juke divine truth,” (fays Mr Hervey, in 
bis Theron and Aſpaſio, vol. 2. p. 43). as the 
 & tyrant Procruſtes ſerved thoſe unhappy creatures | 
echo fell into his mercileſs hands, Is a text too 
= * ſhort to. ſuit their 1 Our Procuſtean ex- 
„ and lengahen | 
; 1 þ us % 
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3 in ſenſe. Is it 5 full 4 confi | with halt 
« '{eheme ? They can lop off a limb, ſectete a.fen- 
6 tence, or contract the meaning.“ The a ppliea· 

tion is eaſy, conſidering what is above obſerved. 

Again, this author $ quotation. from Mr Boſton's 
Miſ cellany Q veſtions is ſo very manque and cofitiafts 
ed, that thoſe who have nevet read the queſtions, - 
not Mr Gibbons's ſermon, might Imagine, that My. 
oh inſtead of oppoſing a Neonomian, is War 
war with ſome other advetſary. Bar it Is pe- 
ary to inform them, that the doctrine of Mr 
Gibbons which Mr Bolton is oppoſing, is of the 
very ſame complex ion with the Grins of the au- 
thor's Diſſertation. 1 love to afſetr nothing withour, 

p ptoof. Mr Gibbotis very roundly teaches; that 
Chtiſt's active and paſſive righteouſneſs was 4 mete 
e See Morn. Exer. meth. p. 384. 

upon this doctrine of Gibbons, the ſhag 
| Py by fertation eloquently dilates. Fot, atcords 
ing to him, © there is an infinite degtee of propor- 
ton in Chrilt's righteouſneſs above the lad: hy cM 
« [aw is infinitely mote that! fulfilled by this def cpree 
&« of proportion: the precept bf rhe 175 a de · 
46 mands à finite 1284 ts of what Chriſt wrovphe - 
. * out, but the ſatiction an infinite. Propby- I 
* tion: there is a Ns value in Chriſt's 1 1 
« bediente, but not in his paſſive? the hy mut 
'& lates and divides Chriſt's s righteobſrieſs,”” | Al 
this manner, p: 16. 2d edit. of the oi 
uid boc monftri!. This might be ſtyled, a 
profound and myſtertous nonſenſe. if 19 
will make it yp 1 dint of ſeripture and reaſe 
e e mt f 25 
| | 5 Hut, farther, gecording ts. the is of SY 
5 1 on k tech- 
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8 1-3 Thus, 1 find, upon tracing the ſcope and. 
connection of purpoſes i in Mr Boſton's doctrine, we 


8 
if 


*«.r30ncr,and principal debtor, the;adyocate and his 


«than any of thele, in ſo far as our union with 
e Chrilt is a more ſtrait union than any of thoſe 
* amongſt men.“ Again, g. 47. the orthodox 
doctrine is in this manner expreſſed by him: 
en likeas, 'whatſocver the firſt-Adam did, or 
&« befel him, is reckoned as done by, and to have 
4 befallen af mankind ; ſo. whatſoever the, ſecond 
FG Adam did, or. befel him as head of his people, is 


" a.” 


1 « .Feckoned on their account. So then, as in Adam 

1 y x oY eating of, the tree; fo, in Chriſt; 
1 23 ſuffered, hanging on the tree; as in the firſt 

* 2 Adam they broke the Jaw, in the ſecond Adam 
Eq they a the breach thereof.” _ 


e quoted p. 47. of the Miſcel. Queſt. is 
"one of the foundation · props of the Antinomlan he- 


3 8 rely. Mr Bolton ſays, he is. much piqued at Fr | 


andy the bold fling of ſcandal had been f {822 
to him, it is more than probable. he KA) have 
called it a vile venomous viper. But why. is he ſo 


| . \ the ſight of God, with the ſelf-ſame active and 
8 |. five righteouſneſs wherewith Chriſt \ To righteous, 


as though believers ſuffered in, britta Tas 
5 Chriſt, Now, reader, if 7 5 al. ye 


- ing * tbe queltion 3 to, is an Antinomian: 


2 <5 « client, the huſband and wife; yea, much more 


Now, this doctrine, according to Mr Gibbony' 


Z gare expreſsly taught, p. 46. That Chriſt and the. 
„ * believer are but one perſon in law, as the cau- 


| j 2 much C grined at this doctrine? Why. Bren "88 
= neceffacily follows, that a believe, is righteou 12 
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5 
© Gibbons condemus, b again Vice from b 
mon, and, by extracts from our ſtandards, proves 
to be the very doctrine of the Weſtminſter conte 12 . 
ſion of faith, catechiſms larger and ſhorter. More- 


over, upon a' review of the notes upon the Mar» 


row, p. 183. I ſtill find the very reverſe of Mr 
Gibbons's doctrine taught by this eminent divine. 
The author of the Marrow ſuggeſts, in the pa | 
quoted, That whoſoever is married to Chit, ; "2 
* and ſo in him by faith, he is as accept able to ' 0 
« God the Father as Chriſt himſelf 3 acco . 
that of the Apoſtle, He bath made ws 
« in his Beloved, Eph. i. 6.” _ 
In the explicatory note, ſubjoined by 1 — 
ſton, upon this Marrow doctrine, we find, amo BU” > 
others, the following pofitions : * That cine mY 
*© righteouſneſs is theirs, in virtue of their dnn 3 
with him, and is imputed to them; which _ y 
te righteouſneſs is the ſelf ſame ies, + £25 4 a 
« 'wherewith Chriſt, as Mediator and Sürety for 
« elect Fnners, pleaſed the Father. And there? 
« fore, ſays one, whom nobody ſuſpects of Au- 
* tinomianifm, We are as \perfectly righteous as 
«' Chriſt the” righteous, citing 1 John ii. 7. 
&* He that doth righteouſneſs, is righteous, even as bt is. 
© ri2bteous." Tar Ambroſe, media, chap. 1. ſet2; 
p. (mibi) 4.— See alſo a quotation from one in 
the notes upon the Marrow, p. 211.“ Chriſt 
« (faith he) is made unto us holineſs, righteouſ- 
1 neſs, and juſtification : he hath clothed us in afl I 
4 his merits, and taken to himſelf all our fin,” + „ 
Now, reader, though both Mr Gibbons, and be. 
. Pobor of the Differtation,” ſhould abhor this doc⸗ J 
: tine as a vile venomous viper; yet it $14 doctrine 
| My "af ot cept, a 3 taugbt if '2 
bn. +30 Ay N M2 vu ET 3 in r # 2A 
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nn nity, and in the ex. 
F * © _Plicatgry notes upon that book ; and which is 
more, according to Mr Boſton, a doctrine taught 
—M in gur ſtandards. 1] might well add, that it ; is cer: 
= - 'raing thatif believers, in law reckoning, be not as 
Tightequs as Chriſt, they muſt, in law-xeckoning, 
þe leſs LOGIN | and who can define a lower de- 
of righteouſneſs } in law, ſave the univerſal 
x . in the Piſſertation, which, like an oracle, is 
= capable of making reſponſes by different propor- 
=  Figns of yalue, in an undivided and uncompounded 
4 \ | righteouſneſs, neither to be underſtood in the ſa- 
5 - Fred records, nor in the philoſophic fyltems? | 
IS In fine, as the paſſage quoted in the Diſſertation 
FS the Miſcellany Queſtions is a little dubious, 
1a it is more than probable, that, if Mr Boſton 
23 had thought it proper to guard the conſtruction of 
=P A John iii. 7. He (hot doth righteouſneſs, is righteous, 
1 'as be ts righteous, he would have tranſcribed 
it from the queſtions in his notes upon the Mar, 
row, more eſpecially, when it is obſerveg, that he 
had both an opportunity in oppoſing Mr Gibbons's 
3 Ft doctrine, which is quoted by bim in the notes, 
| 8 in the votntlon from aac Ambroſe, viz.** We 
are as pe ly Er as Chriſt,” citing 1 Johh 
'2 4 85 is. 7, But it ſeems to have been purpoſely kept 
ions bim, when theſe two circumſtances are 
It is therefore moſt. unaccountable to 
pan one or two dubious ſentences which 
= Pens ritten by him in his younger years for his 
- own Improvement, without any deſign of. being 
% printed, according to the advertiſement to the read- | 
8 'prefixed to his poſthumous works. 
But yet, after all, mould any handle be made from 
"the paſſage i inthe Miſcellany Queitions,in my humble 
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but do Mr Boſton a piece — * juſtice, ſoasto 
explain any ſentence which is dubious in his words, - 
from Dr Owen on juſtification, p. 309. 519. 
from which the paſſage ſeems to have been partly 
taken, and to which there is an expreſs reference 
in the margin, By this means all occaſion; of cav il! 
will be cut off, truth will be cleared, and-the words = 
of theſe two eminent ſervants of Chriſt will be re- 
ſcued ang acquitted from the perverſion and abuſe 
of this new teacher. To tell the plain truth, it 
will be extremely hard to make us believe, that ei- 
ther Dr Owen or Mr Boſton were the favourites of 
a doctrine, which pretends, that there are different 
proportions of value in Chriſt's mediatory righ · 
teouſneſs, and that ſome of theſe proportions belong 
to us, and ſome nt. 
hut to proceed: In Mr Boſton's Miſcellany 
. Queſtions, the dubious ſentence | ſtands thus: 
There being a finite application of an infinite 
e righteouſneſs, not in reſpect of the full value of 
é jr, but in ſo far as our neceſſity craves it.“ In 
Dr Owen, on juſtification, p. 516. the ſimilar paſ= 
ſage runs thus. But it is imputed: unto us 
only with reſpe& to our perſopa] want, not as 
it was ſatisfactory for all; but as our ſouls ſtand 
„% in need of it, and are made. partakers of we: of \ 
Now, theſe are the two paſſages ; the one of which i 
mult be a key to the other. N. B. Neither: Dr + 3 
Owen nor Mr Boſton, in terms, affirm, „that 
be the active obedience of Chriſt is imputed. to us 
„ under the proportion and capacity of a finite va- 
ue, but his paſſive obedience in its infinite va- 
fue.“ This conſequence.is only extorted fromtnge 
paſſages quoted by the author of the Diſſertation, 


N a 2 8 * . Ml 1 
ä -1 hich proves a notorious want of oma Bk him. 
Zu evident, from the, connection 
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ö redeemers of the world. 1. No, ſays Dr 
t Owen, * Chrift's righteouſneſs is not imputed - 
©  -$/gnto: us as it was fatiefactory for all, but as 
„ our ſouls ſtand in need of it.“ His meaning 
, chat it is only imputed to us, as wrought out in 
dur law room and ſtead, and ſo as ſatisfactory for 
our ſouls in particular: And therefore the ob- 
jection of the Popiſn diſputant is of no reſevancy; 
for it only follows from the impuration of a ſurety- 
| - righteouſneſs, that we are redeemed and ſaved, 
not ar all tliat we are faviours and redeemers. 
1 hb That this is the plain meaning and ſenſe of Dr 
= Oden words, is evident from his refutation 
of che, ſame objection, p. 308. Where he de- 
ners himſelf clearly, as to the purpoſe in hand. 
Wi, ſays he, “ we do not ſay that the righ 


for the 


whole church, is impared unto every believer: 
bot bis ſatisfaction for every one of them in 
particular, according to the will of God, is im- 
1 20 puted unto them; not with reſpect to its gene · 
er ends, but according unto every one's parti- * 
«© cylar e Now, reader, when Mr Boſton 
there is a . finite application of an infi - 

© nite righteouſeſs, not in reſpect of the full value of 
Dit.“ bis meaning is, that ir is legally applied to 
I he ſoul, not as it was ſatisfactory for all, not with 
. feſpect unto general ends, but o in ſo far 
* 4s our ere craves it; chat is it 9 5 uy. 25 


e er Wants that * is refoting Bellar, | 
_ nine objection. againit the imputation of Chriſt's 
Z = 5 — hareoatach altogether. * Why, fays the ſtale 
Advocate for the Popiſh doctrine of 8 by 
works, f Chriſt's 4 9 is — — " 
rs an 
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89 
puted to us, as $ it was a righteouſneſs, AY ont. 
in our law room and ſtead, and ſo as ſatisfactory. 
for our ſouls in particular, not as ſatistactory for 
all God's elect. But what then is the conlequence. ? 
Why, is it that the impuratigh of Chriti's ſurety⸗ 


righteouſneſs in its infinite Value is thereby vaca- 


ted ?. Very far from it. I am ready to think, that 
the neceſſity of imputing it in its infinite value, is 
rather thereby ſtrongly! demonſtrated. For if it: 
is imputed to us, as wrought out in our law room 
and ſtead, and ſo as ſatisfactory for our ſouls in 


particular, how can it otherwiſe be imputed, —— 


as of infinite value ? for it was only as of infinite, 
value, that it was ſatisfactory for our ſouls. 

Moreover, that Dr Owen, as well as Mr Bo- 
ſton, was of the ſentiment, that Chriſt's ſurety- 
righteouſneſs cannot. be divided, but is imputed 
unto us in its infinite value, is evident from the 
follow ing illuſtrious and deciſive reſtimonyyp. 390. 


of his treatiſe on juſtification, . Beſides,?? ſays he, ths 


„ both the ſatisfaction and obedience; of- Chet, as 
relating unto his perſon, were in ſome ſenſe. in- 
“ finite, that is, of an infinite value; and ſo en, 
4 not be conſidered in parts ; as though one per 
+ of it were imputed, unto: one, and; another. unto 
another ; but the whole is imputed unto every 
% one that doth believe. And if the Hraclites: 
could fay, that David was worth ten theoujand , 
| © them, 2 Sam. xvit.. 3. we may well allows the 
« Lord. Chriſt, and ſo. what he did and luffered,, 
to be more than us all, and all that we can do 
and ſuffer.“ le was in vain therefore for the 


and Mr Boſton to lead the van of bi 
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ne into a wild chaos of anarchy * confuſion. 


x 'Verily 


Aut 


Falſe witm 


that muſt 
be 8 . 


a Nr cauſe indeed, that 

ges brought out of books 
i to — * of the authors. 
| s riſe up againſt them, — A 10 their 
. ' ebarge things hat they know nt. 


But farther, the ſate Meff. Ebenezet and Ralph 


new 


5 Erſines, together with the late Mr James Hervey, 
ere brought upon the carpet, as votaries for the 


rite. ' But we ſhall ſee by and by, that 


& ſentiments.” 
To inſtruct the contraly, let us have fecontſe, 


l "with Mr Her 


none of the evangelic doQrines taught by theſe 
4 ONE: writers, can ſerve the cauſe of atjothef 
goſpel. It is certainly but a deſpicable ſhufffe, 
| 2 the author of the Difſertation to tell us; p. 20. 
2d edit. That, upon a review of the moſt of 
the Mcff.. Erſkines- works, he finds them of his | 


vey, to the works of Mr Ebenezet 
5 Erſkine, and take his volumes for our tutor. 


L appeal then to the comprehenſive. doctriſe laid 
of him, in his ſermon, intitled, The broken 
magnified and made bonoxrable, Colle. of Ser 

That Chriſt; as our glorious ſures 
Meng magnified the law and made it ho- 
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F ourable, the Lord Jehovah declares himſelf to 

be Well pleaſed for his righteouſneſs ſake.” In 
the doctrine, the firſt branch of it is thus 
d by him,” That Chriſt; as our ſurery, 


magnified the law, and made it e 


the 


u by his obedience to the death. In p. 6 
25 Eeſkine ſums up 

tn. © Thus you ſte bo) Chriſt magnifies che 
A 3 "ap malen je e a M covenant; 
7 . 8 


purpoſes of his d 
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Li fulfilling the righteouſneſs 8 it in his on per- 
„ ſon,, as our Surety,” According to another go“ 
ſpel in the Diſſertation, . it vi not Chriſt's ſuretys 4 
* obedience that magnified the law, and made © 
ee honourable ;. it only fulfilled it: the N 4 
„the law, and making it honourable, did not ariſe | 
& from his ſarety-engagewent, but only from the 
« dignity of his perſon z the Jaw Was magnificent 
% made honourable by Chriſt's righteouſneſs, as the 1 
« righteouſneſs of God in our nature, not by it as = 
« a ſurety-righteouſneſs.” Is not all this the very re. 
verſe of MrErſkine's doctrine, while we are taught by 2 
him, that the law is magnified and made honourable; : 
by Chriſt's ſarety-righteouſneſs ; and that Chrilt's © © 
ſurety-obedience is imputed to us, as magnifying "2 
the law, and making it honourable ? See p. „. 
Why, ſays Mr Erſkine, © See the error of 'thofe 
& who deny Chriſt's active obedience to the law 4 
* ro be any part of pur juſtifying righeeouſneſs 
e alledging, that it is only his paſſive obedience, . 
or his ſuffering the penalty, that is imputed tos 28 
& us for juſtification, Why, when it is ſaid here. 
e that Chriſt magnified the law; and made it ho+ 
„ nourable, it muſt needs be underſtobod of his 
obedience to the precept, and that principally, -© 8 
** becauſe the precept ot eommatid only is the law; _ 8 
the penalty is not efſential to it; but only 2 N 
thing conſequential in caſe of diſobedience; fo bh 
that his magnifying the law muſt needs hay&'a- 2 
„ teſpect to the precept, and his obedience th the 
e precept of the law is properly bis righzeont-, -Þþ 
* nefs, which is imputed to us, Rom. ig. 
Zy the obedience of one ſhall many be made rig hie + 
and it. js upon this that our title to life doth taff. 
as Adam's title in the covenant of Works Re 
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4; LY "ol wy upon his own a and e obedience to 
fy 8 the command.“ 
5 Now, reader, if it is Chriſt's ſurety-· obedience 
to law-precept which magnifies the law and 
* makes it honourable, the conſequence is in no 
* 4 9 broader than the premiſſes, which affirms, 
tl̃hat it is imputed to us in its infinite value. 
Again, this very important doctrine is moſt 
_  copioully diſplayed,” in a ſermon of Mr Ralph Er- 
EE fkine's, intitled, The beft bond, or ſureſt engagement. 
| 3 X See voll. 2. Lond. edit. P. 328. „ Man by his 
e ſin hath broken the precept of doing, forfeited 
#3 the promiſe of life, and incurred the penalty of 
: death. Now, if ever we approach to God in 
e mercy, this broken precept maſt be repaired, 
t this forfeited life muſt be redeemed, this incur- 
e red penalty muſt de executed; and *endured.” 
ee p. 329. And accordingly Chriſt comes, 
_ and, by his obedience to the death, he magni- 
e ges the law, and makes it benourable. The 
ys ecept of the law that we had broken, he muſt 
"> becken obeying perfectly. The promiſe of e- 
45 ternal life, which we had forfeited, he muſt re- 
> cover by redeeming the forfeiture, bringing in 
2 n everlaſting” righteouſneſs: Phe threatening 
and penalty of eternal death be muſt endure, or 
& _- © theiequivalent, by coming under the curſe. of 
the law. Now, reader, could a perfect finite 
obeqie mo magnify the law, and make it honour- 
able, repair a broken PH recover a for rieited 
-title ? ſuch thing. 
II might alſo appeal to Mr Erfkin#s Faith 10 
* * fang, p. 308. Why, ſays he, from the i 
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5 8 nion of the two diſtinct natures in one individual 
peerſon, it is, that the actions ns are 
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e the actions of the ſame one perſon. Thus it was 
the perſon of God- man who fulfilled all rign- 


9 teouſneſs, preached, wrought miracles, ſuffered, 
« died. 
«, hence the value of his ſufferings. . And to ſpeak .. 
©« of the doing, ſuffering, and. death of Chriſt as 


« man, or in his human nature, as if they were 


© not to be conſidered as the doing, ſuffering, and 


& death of the perſon God- man, is to weaken and 


«© undermine our redemption: by him, and deſtroy. - 
« the merit and value of his obedience and ſatiſ- 


faction. Reader, how will this orthodox dor: 


Hence the merit of bis obedience, . 


trine tally with another goſpel, which affirms; that. 


a finite perſon might have been our ſurety, abſtract- 
ing from an infinite ſatisfaction; and that the 


ſurety-obedience of the Lord from ene is r 


puted to us in a finite valuecͤx 


Moreover, I might confront the hew ee in | 
this author's catechetical- ſyſtem and diſſertation, 
. with a late eſſay, intitled, The afſembly's ſhorter -ca- © 


techiſm explained, by way of queſtion and an/wer ; by 
ſome miniſters of the goſpel. NV. B. This explicatory 


catechiſm is prefaced by Meſſ. Ebenezer Erſkine 


and James Fiſher: and; according to the preface; 


Mr Ralph Erſkine aſſiſted in compoſing: and re- 
viſing this firſt part. It is true indeed, the author 
of the Diſſertation attempts to lead in this cate- 


chiſm among his human authorities; but we ſhall 


ſee immediately, that the two catechiſms do not 
quadrate, bur mo difter - n the e dif. 


pute. — 7 


In the ret d explicatory ickrechila;”'s P. 163 5 


the bo wg queſtion is propoſed and anſwered. 
Why was it requiſite that our Media- 


—— x bebe, God * ?” Anſ. That his obedence”-* 
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Eo and k ringe in our nature and room, might be of 
inßzite value for our redemption, acts xx. 28. 
md that the human nature might be ſup arted 
under the infinite load of divine wrath, which he 
e had to bear for our fins, Rom. i. 4.” According 
0 this anſwer, it was requiſite that our Media- 
= tor ſhould be God, that his obedience in our na- 
© ture might be of infinite value for our redemption, 
a Well as his ſufferings. © But, according to the ca- 
| techetical doctrine taught by this author, it was 
not at leaſt requiſite that our Mediator ſhould be 
. that his obedience might be of infinite value 
for our redemption, = 
For example, p. 169, of his catechiſm, we 
have the foſlowing queſtions and anſwers, which 
haves! been already quoted. Ne. Why then 
did Chriſt perform an infinjrely valuable active 
0 obedience? Anſ. That proceeded from the infi- 
22% *. nite- dignity of his perſon, and not from his ſure- 
__ 4 ty engagement. Queſt. © Why then might not. 
** a finite perſon been ſurety ! $3 ? af i Becauſe 
de could not have given infinite ſatisfaction. 
According to this' new turn of doctrine, our 
Lord Jeſus, as an undertaking Surety, did not en- 
gage to perform an obedience of infinite value; for 
| this only proceeded from the infinite dignity of his 
_ perſon, nat from his ſurety-engagement : his obe- 
P - dence of infinite value was not requiſite for our 
* . redemption ; for it was not undertaken by him in 
„his public character and capacity j a ſatisfaction of 
hb infinite value was indeed requiſite, and ſo was un 
dertaken by him, but not an obedience of infinite 
value. Thus, if we ſhould inquire at this teacher, 
Why was it requiſite that our Surety· prĩeſt ſhould 
2: de God? his reply is, p. 102. of his catechiſm, 
* 1 5 5 25 8 e HE x nn 8 n 3 
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©« That he might be able © binde wrath, make 
his ſufferings of infinite value, and his intercefſion. 3 

« ever prevalent.” N. B. There is not a ſyllable in 
this anſwer, that his obedience might he of infinite 

value. Now, reader, how this doctrine will cor- 2 
reſpond with the aforementioned catechiſm, in te 
queſtion and anſwer quoted, is impoſlible to-under- I 

ſtand, unleſs we ſhould grant, that both ſides "sf a 
contradiction are true. DOSES. © 2 
Again, in the explicatory catechiſm, when the 
queſtion is thus ſtated, p. 163. Why was it 
* requiſite that the Mediator ſhould be God and 
e man in one perſon?” the anſwer is thus re 
turned: “ That the proper works of each nature 

„ might be accepted of God for us, and relied on 


| . 
| „ by us, as the works of the whole perſon, Heb. 


« ix. 14. 1 Pet, ij. 6.” In connection wirh this, 
queſtion and anſwer, it may be proper to ſubjoin 
- | | the following, p. 252. Oueft. © If Chriſt, as 


| man, gave obedience to the law for himſelf, how 4 
: te can his active obedience'be imputed to us?“ An. 


« Though the human nature, abſtractly conſider. 


; ted, be a creature, yet never ſubſiſting by itſelf, 

. „but in the perſon of the Son of God, the acts of 

y e obedience performed therein, were never the 

$ „ acts of 'a mere man, but of him who is Gods 

— * man, Mediator; and conſequently acts of obe- 

r „„ dience, not for himſelf, but for us, Gal. iv. 

1 6 . 5% 9 e 
f If theſe judicious anſwers have any fignificancy 
- and meaning, theyfaifly detide the point in dib. 

e pute. For if Chriſt's active obedience for us was 
„never the obedience of a mere man, but of him who - 
d | | was Goodman Mediator; and if it was iccepted of 
p 
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" Ic ir . 50 on 5 as the Soils of the 
3 25 then, of neceſſary conſequence, it muſt be 
ted to us in its infinite value, being the obe. 
dience of perſon. that is imputed. Add to all 
e and Which is very ſurpriſing, this very doc: 
e t by this teacher in anſwer to that 
queſtions”. Why was it neceſſary the Saviour 
I Honld: be God and man in one perſon?“ See his 
"Carcchiſm, p. 103. And yet in p. 169. and in his 
ole Diſſertation, we are in effect taught, that 

ek the Pbedience of a mere man that is imputed 
to us, not the obedience of the perſun God-man. - 
Herder, when is it that this doctrine ſhall become 
All of a piece? 4. When the inconſiſtent and 
felt. contradictory. doctrine of the idolatrous Ca- 
-"tholics. ſhall become harmonious, who teach, 
* that the holy ſcriptures have a double and con- 
2 tee ſenſe and meaning. But truth will ſtill be 
+ truth, and error will be error, while the world 
ſtands, whatever ſenſe and meaning men may 

ut upon certain propoſitions. 

i I might. ale Tae that he ſhuffles e- 
gregiaufly in his Diſſertation with a queſtion in the 
eee catechiſm, p. 230. But let the que - 
nion and, anſwer be fully — 58 and I am con- 
fident, the. impartial reader will find nothing un- 
255 le in it to the doctrine pled for. Queſt. 
hen is ic then that, according to truth, 

A 4 accepts us as righteous in his ſight?” Anſ. 
© {When ' Chriſt's ſurety-rightcolſneſs: is actually 
_ 5 Teckoned ours, and we. made the. righteouſneſs of 
* 4 ed in him, 2 Cor. v. 21. Upon this account 
* » 4. * preciſely, and no other, we are accepted of God 
Gas Fighreous ; the, righteouſneſs of. God, being 1. 
2 $: tom. {18 wh peers One te ns The 
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thing needs to be added in its defence. 


- ſuffice at preſent, to extract an arceſtarion or two . 


particulars. Some I. believe are pleaſed With this 


p- 16. 2d edit. Do I mutilate or divide this in- 


hy its infinitely different demands, doth?“ Here 
is an explicit acknowledgment made by this au- 


the holy law). Why, but fays Mr 
DLY method that I neither atte mp to d fend, nor 
in to imitate. 25. diſtingg f 


letter 3. But as nothing can be found in the did 2 = 


* teouſneſs, pardon to this,” and life to tliat ? © ll 


nf 18 foly ſatisfying and capable: Fs vo. 


Further, as the late Mr James Hervey is bret 
intÞ the field, as a favourite of the new doctrige, 
it cannot Eeffainly be amiſs, in juſtice to Mr Her- 7 
vey's memory, to reſcue him by bis o words? I 
The author of the Diſſertation quotes no particular i 
paſſage from this illuſtrious Writer; but only*refers 1 ff 
us in general to his Theron and Aſpaſt, \dialix., <7 x 


logue and letter, but what carries the moſt un- 4 
friendly aſpect to this author's ſcheme; ſo it ſhall” 


from Theron and Aſpaſi o, which will appear a | 
ſufficient barrier againſt the incroachimerts of an- _ 
other goſpel. ; & : = I | 

Why, ſays Theron, vol. I. diah 2.5 „ (br) 58. — 
* You ſeem, if not to mutilate, yer to pie the me. 
e rits of Chriſt, and parcel out the efficacy of his 
« mediatorial undertaking ;* : aſcribing ſo much 
& to his active, and ſo much to his paſſive-righ* 


Aſpaſio replies after this manner, among other 


& way of ſtating the matter.“ (I might Me add, 
in a-parentheſis, an example from che Differration, * 2 


<« finite righteouſneſs more than the divine law. 


thor, , that his doctriſſe does mutilate Ohriſt's righ- 1 1 
teouſneſs, though indeed he —y farhers it upon 
ervey, „ this is: 


he —+ 


85) ; — 8 pA? 
8 | * Ry” 
J . 


>>, 


l > _ * 998 14 nb 
FEattive and ball righteouſneſs, 1 WS i not "* : 
4 +. But divide them into detached por- 
ES. 5 Hans,” independent of cach other, ems to be 
ber chan judicious.“ e a little 
5 er Hervey adds, However chefefore I may 
= * 1 happen Wenpieſs myſelf. I never conſider them as 
1 . Wh; Wing in the cxclutive ſenſe, but would always 
= * have.them underiiped. a5 4 grand and glorjous | 
= 27 eegate. WT | 
1 As this paſſage is remork ab ſtrong and ap- 
0 fo the abthor of the Diſſertation cannot be 
25 nonpluſſed when he is told, that the muti- 
ating doctrine claims his patronage: the dividing 
of Choitt $ ſurety-righteouſneſs into detached” par- 
tions, is a doctrine that beſpeaks his friendſhjp; 
"Thos he ftrongly denies, that Chriſt's ſurety- obe- 
dience is iniputed in its infinite value; and as 
ſtenuooſſy affirms; . that his complete ſatisfaction is 
8 in its infinite value, A finite value. and 
an infinite value, in an indiviſible robe, which is 
of infinite valse, are detached portions with a 
witneſs, which the doctrine of Aſpaſio nauſeates. 
| might produce another atteſtation from The- 
BH ron and Aſpaſio, to ſum up the evidence againſt 
the new hypotheſis, vol. 1. dial. 5. p. 203. 204. 
1 * Aſpaſio having taught, that the beljever is inter: 
eſted in Chrilt's righteouſneſs, and juſtified by itz 
Why,“ ſays Theron,“ be it ſa; the believer is in- 
teeeſfed in Chriſt's righteouſnek, Pray, is he. 
EF. < intereſted in all, or only in part! If in part on- 
EE * ly, how will: you aſcertain the degtee? What 
5 « proportion. belongs to e perſon, and: what to 
che other?“ 
* 55 Mae ſays Aſpaſia,.. 44 © The reply ky my, Thes 
by 3 3 ö is 88. 2 true believer is in- 
| | , 5 wy = 9 
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10 tet TR all 1 Ca 
** merit of his ſpotleſs nature, of his per 
* ence, atid;expiatory death. Leſs than iba | 
«would b railable; whereas the whole , 
« ders. ug ely- juſtißed. ToKxengthoups 2 I 
this der qvincing teſtimony, T ſhall; finals" 5 5 
ly, ſelect from Mr Hervey the following fentenk;” 38 
880 vol. 2. letter 3. p. 318. 31 9. „ We hae 
, all broke the law, we are all unable to kech e 
6 law; therefore the bleſſed Jeſus fulfilled the lawy.. 
50 fulfilled it in each and evety of its demands; ful-- BE. 
e filled it in the higheſt degree of p perfection 1 
* what is of all conſiderations moſt  deligheful, fob 08 
filled it for us, and in our ſtead, that the merit 
e of his ohedience might redound to us, might be 
e placed to our account; and juſtify us in the fight. rx 
6 of God.” Such poſitions as theſe are ſuth ir- x 
refragable documents of Aſpaſio's judgment as to - i 
the point in diſpute, that it muſt be needleſs after- | 
\ [wards ever to mention his name as a en of 0 
the oppoſite ſcheme. (ASK Fs 
1 n the whole, 1 muſt now tell the author 0 
iſſertation, that, having given the reader 4 
patient ſwarch of his abuſe of human authorities, 
it is now time for me fb ſuperſede any farther in- 
quiry into his numerous quotations; not that I amy 
n the Jeaſf conſcious that the reſt could not be re- | 
cued, as well as the foregoing 3 but to avoid: 4 
ireſome prolixity, I chuſe to deſiſt. | 
As to the parade which is made in the cloſe of the 
Difſertation, by the pompous collection of names, 
hich has been lately enlarged in the ſecond edit ion, 
ſhall ſuffice to aback, that the author ſeems to 
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upon a plot to deafen us with the noiſe of great.” | 1 : 
1 Ws Lr at * . Ne our, 


r * ov 1 
io eren Fare Ds e 
e 8 
5 3 8 na great weight to ies, 530 
— that received it. The orthddox doctrine 
for, goes upon a higher a1 . 
- 36. human The learning, the 
*”- thoſe who have eſpouſed any ener, ber a lows 
| . IN er reaſor” for us to embrace it; though, in the 
4 man time, it muſt be accounted a reproach upon 
- iMuſtrious characters, to give them out as ad- 
2 for ſueh a prok notion. It is judiciouſly 

rded by Mr Gabriel Wilſons in his excellent 
non, . The Truſt, preached from 1 Tim. 
4 = VN. 20. p. 43+ That they (vx, goſpel-minifters) 
e muſt bam from their faith and preaching every 
—_ <6 dodrine, it ancient or modern, that calls man 
father, If a doctrine can inſtruct its pedigree no 
8 than 2 the ſubtilty of the ſchools, t 
uncils, the characters of fuch god - 
dei ers, or by its own goodly features 
| 4 c and — an as being probable, fine, witty, 
- = rational, well proportioned,- it is but a ſpurious 
= brood; and: therefore not to be owned as any part 
I = 4 «of tht truſt. Since it was not tramſmitted to us 
fem Enric by bis apoſtles, it belongs to the vain 
"FP able and baſtard ſcience of the text“. 
. THEN 'And to conclude : _ ny, after all, call the 
uböne of the imputa Chriſt's ſarety-righ- 
; is ; = In its infinite 2 vol hereſy ; there is no 
=” help for it As Paul faid, reſpecting another arti- 
dle of the Chritfian faith, After the way which 
2 ll berg, - fo worſhip I 1 o my falhers 
el ay 9 70 Aha” 2 in the law « 
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